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AMER ICAN INST ITU TE  FOR  FRE E LABOR DEV ELOP MEN T
« F R ID A Y , AUGUST  1, 19 69

U n it e d  S ta te s S e n a t e , 
C o m m it t e e  on  F orei gn  R e l a t io n s ,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pu rsuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room 4221, 

New Senate Office Building, Senator J. W. Fulbright  (chairman) 
presiding.

Pre sen t: Senators Fulbright , Sparkman, Church, Symington, Dodd, 
McGee, and Case.

The Chairman. The committee will come to order. The committee is 
meeting this morning to hear Mr. George Meany who requested an 
oppor tunity to test ify on the labor program financed by the Agency 
for Internatio nal Development.

AM ER IC A N IN S T IT U T E  FOR FR EE  LAB OR DEV EL OPM EN T

Since 1962, the American Inst itute for Free Labor Development, 
which is under the direction of the AF L-C IO, has received a little  
over $28 million in foreign aid funds for its opera tions in La tin Amer
ica. Similar AFL -CIO -dire cted  institu tes have been established for 
work on a more modest scale in Asia and Africa. Members of the com
mittee will be interested in having an explanation of the purposes of 
this program, how it operates, and how it relates to the overall ob
jectives of our foreign policy.

Mr. Meany, will you come forward please, sir?
Mr. Meany. Yes, sir.

« The Chairman. Do you have a prepared  statement, Mr. Meany ?
Mr. Meany. Yes, I have, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Will you proceed, sir?

,  STATEMENT OF GEORGE MEANY, PRESIDENT, AFWCIO

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my appreciation for 
this opportunity  to  appear before the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee to clarify the role o f the AF L-CIO interna tionally . I also ap
pear to describe the work of the American Ins titu te for Free Labor 
Development in Latin America, since its effectiveness was challenged 
at a hearing  of this committee on July  14,1969, according to UP I press 
reports published throughout the United States  and Latin America 
which I  qu ote:

(1)
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Chairman  J. William Fulbr ight of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
suggested today tha t funds  for an AFL-CIO labor institute in Latin America had 
been the price we paid for President George Meany’s support of the  U.S. Policy 
in Vietnam.

Fulbright said he hoped the Nixon Administration  would review the program, 
for which U.S. Government auditors could find “no specific conclusions on the 
relative success.”

Aid Administra tor John A. Hannah said he would look into it.
Fulbright said the program had involved close to $20 million since it s incep

tion. It  included Alliance for Progress funds channeled into the American Inst i
tute  for Free  Labor Development w ith the stated  purpose of strengthening the 
democratic tra de union leadership in Latin America.

The new aid bill contains $1 million for the Inst itute during the coming year. ♦
It  is administered by the AFL-CIO.

“I have wondered if this represented the price we paid for Mr. Meany’s support 
in Vietnam.” Fu lbright said. “He was a stalwar t supporter of the previous Ad
minist ration policies, but I should not think  the new Administration would feel 
indebted to  him.” t

GAO LE TT ER  ON  AIF LD  W OR K IN  L A T IN  AM ER IC A

Tha t is the end of the quote from UPI. On that  occasion Secretary of 
State  Rogers was asked a question by the Chairman concerning funds 
allocated to the AIFLD under its contract with the Agency for In ter 
national  Development. li e said, “Is  this the price we pay them to 
support us in  Vie tnam?” According to the transc rip t of the committee 
hearing a t th at session, the Chairman also quoted from a le tter  dated 
May 20, 1968, addressed to him, signed by Mr. Elmer  B. Staats,  Comp
troller General of the United  States , which he read as follows, and 1 
quote from the record of the hearin g:

We were not able during our review to reach any specific conclusion on the re la
tive success of the institu te as an instrument for achieving U.S. foreign policy 
objectives in the labor sector. ..

Based upon this sentence from the Staa ts’ letter and two newspaper 
articles which he subsequently inserted into the record, the Chairman 
concluded tha t there is “considerable doubt about the effectiveness” 
of the AI FL D work in Latin America. Fur ther, according to the 
transcript, the Chairman indicated t ha t in a number of countries the 
AIFL D labor institutes have been closed down by the host country 
for meddling in internal politics.

It  is interes ting to note that  Chairman Fulbrig ht read only the »
opening sentence of a paragraph from the S taats’ lette r that attempted 
to evaluate the work of the institute.

I would like to read into the record the full evaluation, the com
plete pa ragraph of GAO Comptroller Staa ts’ lette r from which that  r

sentence was taken, and I now quote the full pa ragraph:
. . . We were not able during our review to reach any specific conclusion on 

the relative success of the insti tute as an instrument for achieving U.S. foreign 
policy objectives in the labor sector. We agree that  (emphasis mine) the institu te 
represents a realistic  and imaginative approach to some of the major problems 
of the Western Hemisphere. For example, it provides a means whereby the 
workers of Latin America can part icipa te in the Alliance for Progress and become 
more active in the economic and social progress of thei r countries . . .

That is the end of the paragraph  of the Staat s’ letter.
To us, it is most incomprehensible t ha t the Chairman of this com

mittee in effect took a sentence out of context from a paragraph  in 
the GAO le tter which was obviously in tended to be quite complimen-
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tary  of the AIFL D,  giving it credi t for having “a realistic and 
imaginative approach” and “providing a means whereby the workers 
can particip ate in the Alliance for Progress.”

AIF LD HA S NEVE R BE EN  CLOSED DOWN

As to the s tatement tha t some in-countrv institutes had been closed 
down by the host countries, I wish to state very clearly and simply 
tha t this is not true. The AIFL D has never been closed down in any 
country anywhere. I state categorically tha t the AIFLD,  which is

’ now operat ing in more than 20 countries and territories  in the Western
Hemisphere, has been specifically invited by the workers in the trade  
union movement in each of these countries. We are  proud of our long
standing fra ternal relationships with these workers.

'  The A FL-CIO has always insisted on a deep sense of fiscal respon
sibility and we except and welcome the continued scrutiny by the 
General Accounting Office and the Agency for Internat iona l Devel
opment. This is as it should be especially because we are aware that 
we are using public  funds under contract. Our policy has always been 
one of complete and total cooperation with both of these agencies of 
Government. Moreover, I want to assure each and every member of 
this committee that  we welcome criticism. We are learning as we go 
on with our work in this comparatively new field. Bu t we do not equate 
unfounded and carping accusations with constructive criticism.

We are thoroughly  familiar with the report made by the GAO to 
this committee in May 1968, which was included in a committee pr int  
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s Subcommittee on Ameri
can Republics Affairs  entitled “Survey of the Alliance for Progress 
Labor Policies and Programs.”

DOCKERY  REPORT

We were assured by Senator  Wayne Morse, the then chairman of 
the subcommittee, tha t this report, prepared by a Mr. Robert IL 
Dockery, was still only a staff repo rt despite the fact t ha t i t appeared 
in committee prin t. We did notice, of course, the disclaimer in the 
introduction to the  report which stated tha t it  did not express the  offi-

«* cial view of the subcommittee. Nevertheless, it was released to the
public, picked up by unfr iendly news media throughout the world 
and made to appear as an attack by the Senate Subcommittee on the 
AIF LD.

« In a lette r of August  5, 1968, to Senator Morse, I  stated  that  the
AIFL D has submitted a memorandum concerning the GAO report , 
which you will find on page 80 of the  committee pr int. I also pointed 
out that the subcommittee repo rt “contains quite a number of in
accuracies,” that  the author made little  attem pt to make a balanced 
assessment” and  f urther  th at  “the document reflects preconceived and 
biased viewpoints without any foundation in fact.”

In view of th e unfounded assertions and  conclusions of tha t report, 
we had requested tha t the Subcommittee on American Republics 
Affairs issue as a committee pr int  my let ter of August 5,1968, to Sen
ator Morse, which included the AI FL D analysis of the Dockery 
report and also to include in such committee print  the AIF LD  response 
to an extensive subcommittee questionnaire  regarding AI FL D activi-
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ties dated  July 25, 1967. Since Communist and other extremist ele
ments throughout the world continue to utilize this biased antilabor 
repo rt of the subcommittee as part of the ir incessant propaganda 
against the efforts of our country to improve the lot of the working 
man under the Alliance for Progress , we reiterate at this time this 
request. I am sure this committee in  the interest  of fairness will honor 
our request t ha t our reply be issued as a committee pr int.

AG REE M EN T W IT H  SE NA TO R MO RSE

We had  an agreement with  Senator Morse tha t, soon af ter the elec- »
tions last November, a special meeting of the subcommittee would 
be held, giving us the opportuni ty to set forth  our viewpoints regard
ing the Dockery report. However, the  subcommittee hearing was never 
held because the Senator became involved in a vote recount in Oregon *
and other matters. Nevertheless, the Senator was kind enough to in
cluded our answers in the Congressional Record.

At this point, I would like to submit our replies to the aforemen
tioned subcommittee questionnaire o f July  25, 1967, my lett er to  Sen
ator Morse of August  5, 1968, in which Senator  Morse agreed to 
schedule a public hearing by the subcommittee in which myself and 
other spokesmen of the AF L-CIO could present the ir new s to the 
subcommittee. This public hearing , promised by Senator Morse on 
this ma tter, has not been held to date.

Mr. Chairman, could I present these replies ?
The Chairman. Yes, indeed.
Mr. Meant. I would like to point  out that the reply is really a 

summary of what is in these two books. This is the Dockery question
naire, and our answers to the  Dockery questionnaire, and these are the 
backup papers  to those answers to the Dockery questionnaire, going 
through every phase of our work both in the educational field 
and in the social projects field, and you have this, th is has been given 
to Mr. Dockery, T believe, but  this is what I am presenting now, 
a summary of what is in these papers.

The Chairman. Well, you mean the summary would be included ?
Mr. Meany. Yes, and the Morse correspondence.
The Chairman. And the Morse le tters ; ves, sir. (See page 10.)

Jb

LAB OR M OVEM EN T ATTI TU DE TOWA RD V IE TN A M  SIT U A TIO N

Mr. Meant. It  is a gratu itous insult to the American labor movement 
to accuse us of  receiving a payoff for supporting the foreign policy of •
any administ ration. We are indeed p roud of our support of the U.S. 
Government during  World  W ar II , during the Korean W ar and d ur
ing the war that  is now taking  place in Vietnam. Our official att itude  
regarding  Vietnam was first made known in a resolution which was 
adopted by the then American Federa tion of Labor executive council 
as long ago as May 1954.1 ask th at a copy of this resolution be placed 
in the record.

The Chairman. W ithout objection, so ordered.
Mr. Meant. Then, as now’, our solution to the Vietnam situation 

called for a peaceful settlement through free elections. We furth er 
proposed to the Senate Fore ign Relations Committee and the admin-
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istration in 1954 tha t the following measures, amongst others, be 
adopted: (1) Tha t there should be a special session of the  United Na
tions General Assembly mobilizing world suppo rt for ending the war 
in Indochina, safeguarding its national  independence and terr itor ial 
integrity and helping in its reconstruction; (2) that the special ses
sion of the U.N. General Assembly should insist on the  full appli ca
tion of the princip le of free elections in Indochina;  and (3) tha t 
within the provisions of the U.N. Char ter a regional defense organi 
zation should be established to build a Pacific Alliance for Peace and

r Freedom.
It. is my opinion tha t the fundamenta l issues of national independ

ence and terr itor ial integ rity are as valid today as in 1954.

*  IN V O LV EM EN T W IT H  L A T IN  AM ER IC A

Our involvement with Latin  America stems from 1916 when the 
American Federation of Labor  joined with Latin America labor 
leaders to found the Pan American Federation of Labor. A fter TV orld 
War  IT we expanded significantly our activities throughout  the world, 
including Latin America where we helped to establish the first Inte r- 
American Conference of  Workers. In 1951 we also helped to establish 
the Inter-American  Regional Organization of Workers which exists 
actively to this day, and is known as the ORIT.

In August I960, when we came to a full realization as to what 
happened to the Cuban workers and the entire Cuban people under  
Castro, the AFL-CIO appropriated $20,000 for the purpose of making 
a feasibility study of the establishment of a mechanism through  which 
we could help to strengthen the free labor unions of Latin America 
and develop tr ade  union leadership. This led to the creation of the 
AIF LD, during  the Eisenhower administration and before the estab- 
1 ishment of the Alliance for Progress.

We did not then and do not want our Latin American trade union 
brothers to pa ttern thei r unions afte r our organizations  in the United 
States.

We do expect and hope, however, th at they will build unions which 
are strong, independent, representa tive of the workers and capable,

« through the ir own efforts, of improving the conditions of the workers,
and making a contribu tion to the economic development of the ir 
own countries.

Throughout the years we had always wanted to see Latin  American
• trade unionists and workers build a more effective labor movement.

We hoped we could assist them to make significant contribut ions of 
their  own to the economic and social development of the ir own 
countries.

A FL -C IO  IN T E R N A T IO N A L  ACTIV IT IE S

Now, you might ask, ‘‘Why do we have this interest? Why should 
American unions have an interest in the situations in Lat in America, 
in the. workers of Latin America ?”

The AF L-CIO has always had an interes t in workers in every 
part, of the world. That is frate rnal  solidar ity, human itarian ism in 
the best sense of the word. We have a s take in the freedom of  workers 
everywhere. We have learned from experience tha t when workers
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in  o th er  countr ies  lose t he ir  f reed om, where th ey  are  forced  to sub mit  
to th e yoke of  a dictator sh ip  or  ty rann ical  governm ent of  any kin d, 
th ei r rep res sion and ens lavement  constitute  a grav e th re at  to our 
own freedom . An d of  course , we hav e lea rned fro m th e his tory  of 
rec ent  years  th at  the very firs t to lose th ei r freedo ms in  these ci r
cum stan ces are  th e workers . For these reas ons  the A F L -C IO  in te r
na tio na l ac tiv itie s hav e alw ays  been extens ive  so th at  in ad di tio n to 
the A IF L D  in Lat in  Am eric a, we sponsor  insti tu tes conducting a 
broad rang e of  sim ila r ass istance  in A fr ic a and Asia. I  would like  
to emp has ize,  Mr.  Ch air ma n, th at  we are no t loo kin g fo r or  tryi ng  
to recr ui t mem bers  fo r the A F L -C IO  in an y coun try  of any of  these con tine nts .

In  view o f o ur  extensive interna tio na l ac tiv ities , on which  we sp end  
about 20 perce nt of  our  income, it  was only na tu ra l when we looked  a t 
Lat in  A me rica, ou r closest neighbors in th e trad e un ion  field, we fe lt 
th at  we ha d a res ponsibi lity as worke rs to worke rs—y es;  a gr ea t hu
m an ita rian  responsibi lity—to  be of he lp. W e also fe lt,  as Am erican  ci ti
zens,  th at  i t was ce rta inly  i n the  i nteres t of  o ur  countr y th at  free gov
ernme nts  be ach ieved and  ma intai ne d in  th e W est ern  H emisphere. Now 
I'm  no t going  to tel l you th at  we hav e never made mistakes no r th at  
we hav e pe rfo rm ed  miracle s. Lat in  Am erica  sti ll has its  great  prob 
lems. For exa mple, there is sti ll too mu ch money be ing  spe nt fo r un 
necessary  m ili ta ry  ha rdware in  ma ny countries and too lit tle  being 
spen t on the we lfa re  o f the people. But  we are tryin g to make a con 
tri bu tio n to he lp the w orkin g people of  these  land s play  a con struct ive  
role in bu ild ing dem ocr atic socie ties th ro ug h free trad e unions.

ASS ISTANCE OF AM ERICA N BU SIN ES S SOU GHT

Th e A FL -C IO  Executive  Cou ncil  dec ided  unanimously  th at  we 
sho uld  br in g enlig hte ned Am erican  bus ines s int o th is  in sti tu tio n on 
th e theo ry  th at they  should  also have  an in terest in dev elopin g a 
fr iend ly  a tti tu de  to wa rd  the  b ui ld ing of  f ree  so cietie s in Lat in  Am er
ica. They nat ur al ly  w an t to do bus ines s the re,  a nd  the y ce rta inly  w ant  
to  do  busine ss w ith  countr ies  that  have viable  economies . We feel that  
you  ca nnot have a  via ble  economy unless  you  have  th e pos itiv e pa rt ic i
pa tio n of  all segmen ts of  the society , especially  the worke rs who are  
th e most im po rtan t elem ent  of  prod uc tio n and con sum ptio n. So we 
wen t to Am erican  business , an d we to ld  the m why we th ou gh t the y 
sho uld  coopera te. We go t a most encourag ing  response .

The res ul t is t hat we have  some ou ts tand ing Am erican  businessmen 
co nt ribu tin g to  th e wor k o f th e A IF L D  in clu ding  P et er  Grace, Cha ir 
ma n of  th e A IF L D , who is pr es iden t o f the the W.  R. Gra ce Co. ; Mr. 
Willi am  Hick ey,  pr es iden t of  the U ni ted C orp .; Mr. U . W. Balgooye n, 
di rec tor  o f EB ASC O In du st ries ; Mr . Br en t Fr ie le , sen ior  vice pres i
dent,  Am erican  In te rn at io na l Assoc iation fo r Eco nom ic and Social 
Develop ment;  Mr . Ju an  T ripp e,  foun de r and fo r ma ny y ears head of 
Pa n Am erican  ai rw ay s; Mr. Hen ry  W oodbrid ge  of  t he  Tr ue  Te mp er 
Corp. , amo ng others.  W e have  severa l ou tst an ding  businessmen si tti ng  
on the  b oard of  t rus tee s, hea ded  by  ou r ch air ma n, J .  Pe te r Grace. I t  
should  be noted  t hat  in  goin g to  th ese  businessm en, we to ld  them  qui te 
fran kl y what, we wante d to  d o ; nam ely , to help str en gth en  fre e trad e 
union s in L at in  Americ a.
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CONTRIBUTIONS OF CORPORATIONS AND BUSINESS MEN TO AIFLD

At this point I  would like to submit for the record a list of the 
American corporations and individual businessmen who have con
tribu ted to the AIFLD. This  list contains approximately 50 or 60 
names and it includes prac tically  every large corporat ion in America. 
Can I submit tha t, Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman. Yes; it will be received. (See p. 21.)
Mr. Meany. The A FL -CIO feels th at in our democratic society the 

volunta ry organizations have a g reat role to play in influencing and 
molding the foreign rela tions of our country. This  is our responsibil ity 
as citizens and trade unionists. While we welcome and appreciate 
the assistance AIFL D has received from our Government through 
the AID  in order to carry out our programs, we would also like to 
point out tha t contributions in excess of $2,300,000 have been made 
to our work in Latin  America from the AF L-CIO,  and the corpora
tions I have listed, submitted. In addition, the AF L-CIO and U.S. 
private investors have themselves committed $31 million for low-cost 
worker housing sponsored by AIF LD.

ACTUAL WORK OF TH E AIFLD

Now, let me get to the actual work of the A IFLD  which falls into 
two categories. One is workers’ education. The second is social projects 
whose objectives is to improve workers’ standards of living under 
the Alliance for Progress.

EDUCATIONAL PHASES OF INS TIT UTE

Let me first go in to the educational phases of the institute.  Small 
groups  of trade unionists from Latin American countries, carefully 
selected by unions in these countries and covering every country in 
Latin America except Cuba, Haiti,  and Paraguay , are brought to 
the U nited States for an 8- to 12-week intensive training course. Our 
high level course in the United States  is designed to tra in trade union 
teachers and technicians who can take the ir skills back to their  respec
tive countries to trai n other trade unionists. As a result, thousands 
of workers have benefited from this  t raining.

A typical advanced course begins with U.S. univers ity professors 
teaching modem adult education—the psychology of t rain ing adults, 
how to use visual aids, classroom techniques, and so forth . I would 
like to say at this point, Mr. Chairman, tha t qu ite a number o f major 
universities are represented in our program as instruc tors in some 
form or other.

The students then move into specialized subjects such as the h istory 
of the labor movement, collective bargain ing, labor legislation and 
social security. J us t about every subject of basic interes t to a modern, 
dynamic labor movement is covered. The students also travel around 
the United States  to get a look a t our free economy at  work, to learn  
how American workers live, and to understand better how our 
trade unions operate. The wages and expenses of these students are 
paid for by the AIFLD  here in the United  States.
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Over 730 young men and women from all these Latin  American 
countries have gone through our Fro nt Royal, Va., institute  where 
our 28th class is now in session. Those instructed through local tra in
ing courses in over 20 countries and terri torie s are well over 100,000.

As an example of our continually expanding interest in assisting 
the Latin American labor movement to meet the challenges of today’s 
complex society, 3 years ago we initia ted a specialized course in 
labor economics. Each  year, we sponsor two semesters of university 
level education in labor economics in young Latin  American leaders.
The program now in session is being conducted at Georgetown Uni- *
versify. Following the graduation in October of th is year, these young 
men will return as economic advisers to their  own unions.

SOCIAL PROJECTS DEPARTMENT OF AIFLD r

I lie Social Projec ts Department of AIFL D came into being soon 
afte r the Alliance for Progress program was announced by President 
John F. Kennedy. There was a meeting at the W hite House and we 
told the President that we endorsed his concept of emphasizing social 
development along with the tradi tional concepts of economic aid. It  
was evident to us that  this could not be done if American aid monevs 
were channeled solelv on a government-to-government basis. We made 
it clear tha t we would not partic ipate  in a program that would result 
in the  rich gettin g richer but with no real improvement in the living 
conditions of the great masses of workers in these countries. We made 
it clear to President Kennedy tha t we had a par t to play and that 
some of the Alliance for Progress funds, instead of being spent 
through  business institu tions or banks or government, should be chan
neled through free trade  unions for thei r projects to advance their 
living standards.

With this in mind, we established, the Social Projects Department 
of A IFL D to give technical assistance to Latin American trade unions 
for the establishment of credit unions and cooperatives both in the 
rural and urban areas. Through these activities AIFL D is now the 
largest U.S. sponsor of workers' low-cost housing in Latin  America.
We have developed and implemented housing programs in 12 different 
countries. *

Our first big housing project was in Mexico City—the John F.
Kennedy housing project which presently houses 20,000 people who 
formerly lived in the slums of Mexico City.

This project was financed by the International Ladies’ Garment 
Workers, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and 
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, all unions 
affiliated to the AF L-C IO, by a $10 million, 20-year. 5V2-percent loan.
This project benefits workers who have never had any decent housing.
It  is owned by the workers and was sponsored bv the Graphic Arts 
Union of Mexico City. As you may well know, i t is not exceptional to 
find interest rates for home mortgages in La tin America as high as 15 
or 20 percent. At the time this loan was made in 1964, we were able 
to sponsor thi s program with a 5l/£-percent retu rn on our  investment.
T want to emphasize tha t these moneys were provided by American 
workers to the Mexican union. This was not U.S. Government fund
ing although we did receive a 100-percent guarantee on the investment 
from AID.
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HO US ING PR OJEC T IN  GEORGETOWN, GUYAN A

Some time ago, we broke ground for a housing project in George
town in Guyana, where there are to be buil t 658 low-cost workers 
homes costing approximately $2.2 million, 90 percent of which is being 
loaned by American unions. The project is sponsored by the Guyana 
Trade Union Council. Last  month we disbursed the first $2.8 million 
of a $6 million loan for low-cost housing to  the  unions of Venezuela. 
This loan is being partic ipated in by 15 different A FL -CIO affiliated 
unions. On all these housing projects the AI FL D provides all neces- 

r sary technical assistance in plann ing and implementing the program.
There is a workers’ housing bank known as ASINCOOP estab

lished with the assistance of AI FL D in Lima, Peru. ASINCO OP is 
the fastest growing savings and loan association in Lima today with

* more than 11,000 depositors. Although it is only 5 years old, ir has 
made housing loans of approximately $5 million. This is something 
really new in Latin America, workers setting up something simila r 
to our building and loan associations using the ir own money plus capi
tal loans to lend out at reasonable interest rates for housing.

We have campesino programs going on in many areas of Latin 
America—educational programs, vocational tra ining , and legal assist
ance as pa rt of our wide range of programs designed to help the un
derprivileged ru ral workers. Some of these programs are carried out in 
campesino sevice centers which we have constructed in Colombia and 
in the northeast of Brazil.

IM PA CT  PRO JEC TS PROGRAM

In addition  to these activities, the AF L-CIO has established an 
impact projects program to which it has contributed $450,000 since 
November i964. The purpose of our impact projects program is to as
sist Lat in American tra de unions in the development of  small projects 
of socioeconomic nature  at the community level. Our effort takes the 
form of interest-free, soft-currency loans or gran ts of up to $5,000. 
Repayments of loans form part  of a revolving fund for additional 
projects. To date, repayments have amounted to more than  $42,000. 
This is a real grassroots program involving the self-help features which

* lead to the genuine part icipa tion of people in the solution of the ir im
mediate problems. For  example, workers and thei r families are in
volved in providing water, elect ricity, and sanitary facilities in remote 
areas and city slums. Trade unions have joined with their com-

* munities in building or refurb ishing  primary and secondary schools. 
Cooperatives of all kinds have been formed which meet the pressing 
needs of less privileged, low-paid and le ftout workers. The AFL -CIO 
Executive Council intends to continue this meaningful worker-to- 
worker program.

All of this work is being done as pa rt of our effort to help these 
unions play a more vital and positive role in the economic and 
social development of th eir  countries. Our basic philosophy shared bv 
our tra de union brothers in La tin America is tha t there will be no real 
change until the great masses of working people have a greate r pu r
chasing power upon which a modern and expanding economy can be 
built.
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SUM M ARY

In summary, I would like to remind  the members of this committee tha t our work in Latin America has been based upon the sincere feeling of frat ern ity and solidarity tha t exists between the workers of the United  States and the workers to the south. We are there  by invitat ion to carry on a program designed to help people develop a fulle r and happier l ife without violat ing the ir culture and traditions.Frankly speaking, we vigorously oppose many of the milit ary establishments th at are now in power and we are saddened by the awful reality th at the gap between the very rich and the very poor continues *to grow. However, we thin k tha t we have taken the initiat ive in the area of strengthening free trad e unions which will enable the Lat in American workers to part icipa te meaningfully in thei r own development. ‘ *I think we are on the  r igh t track, and I  am proud to be par t of this and I resent any inference from any source tha t the Government assistance given to us in carry ing out this vital and important work is a payoff of any kind.
(The documents referred to in the statement follow:)

R eply  to Com m it tee  P r in t — A n a l y sis  an d C om m en t

I. SALIENT FEATURES OF TH E LAT IN AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT

The jou rney tow ard  contrad iction and  distortion is embarked upon from the opening statement. The author general ly portra ys the Latin  American labor movement  in the  ligh t of Lat in Amer ican Society—“weak, illit era te, undernour ished , ill-housed, discon tented , rest less , reform-minded.” The au tho r disreg ard s the well-known maxim th at  one cannot generalize abou t Latin  American  Society. The well-es tablished labor movement of Argentina  and  Venezuela, for example, cann ot be compared to the labo r movement in the Dominican Republic and  some Centra l American cou ntr ies  where  the  labor  unions have only recen tly been organized . Some of these  conditions have  been pa rtiall y alleviated,  for  example, the  plight of the  ill-housed, through the many low-cost housing projects  which have been construc ted with AIFLD assi stance and  sponsored by the  free  tr ade unions of eleven se parat e countries.
With  regard  to “political bargainin g”, the  wr ite r sta tes  “the adopt ion of poli tical  bargain ing as labo r’s major negotia ting  system in Latin America is a consequence of the  ineffectiveness of oth er systems . . . collective bargaining with  managem ent . . .” Here again , the  au tho r demonst rates serio us misunderstanding of Latin  American labo r’s histo rical development, for  i t is a fac t tha t, •unt il the  las t decade, collective bargainin g was almost unknown in Latin America. It  is ra ther  because “pol itica l bargaining” has proven so ineffective th at  unions hav e been rapidly  moving tow ard  the concept, and indeed  the reali ty, of modern collective bargaining, as evidenced by the increasing n umb er of labor- management con trac ts negotiated  each year.
“Even Communist-dominated unions,  espec ially those which follow the  Moscow line, now gene rally  accept the  peac eful  road as a viable alt ern ative. ” In Latin America the re are many tra de  unionists living  und er thi s so-called “peaceful roa d” who would be happy,  we are cer tain, and with some degree of emphasis, to educate the  wr ite r to the  rea liti es of the  alleged peaceful inte ntio ns of the Communists. They would be quick to poin t out the number of L atin  American labor lead ers who live in con stant danger  of Communist th reat  and intim idat ions , or the  number of democratic t rade  unioni sts  who have been executed or incarcerated  in Cuba ; or the  ac ts of violence the  Communists freq uen tly commit aga ins t democra tic  workers  in Ur uguay; or the  trad e unionist s in  the Dominican Republic who were murdered  by Com mun ists ; or the candidates for  tra de  union office in Peru who were recen tly physically beaten, some to incapaci tation, by Communists.The  au tho r goes on to say th at  th e Latin  American labo r movement will be “p lacated” so long a s “poli tical channe ls remain open and the governments . . . pledge  themselves  to rap id ind ust ria lization .” From  the viewpoint of any labor



leader, this  statement can only be interp reted as one of degradation and insult to 
the great numbers of Latin American labor leaders who have worked not only 
for industrialization or the opening of political channels but, more importantly, 
for the basic freedom to bargain collectively and compel reforms,

II . LATIN  AMERICA N LABOR POLICY OF THE UNITE D STA TES

The beginning paragraph of this section relates to AFL-CIO Policy. On this 
subject the report evidences an almost total lack of objectivity and a serious 
distortion of the  facts. Its  inclusion is not  wholly without value, however, since 
its misstatement of AFL-CIO policy and historic positions aids greatly in 
understanding the fundamental bias of the remaining 19 pages of the Committee 
Prin t and part ially explains the  roots of that  bias.

To characterize the dominant philosophy of the American labor movement as 
“business unionism” is a kind of glib oversimplification one hardly  expects to 
find in a publication bearing the imprint of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations.

The use of a single textbook quote, out of context to buttress this sweeping 
generalization fu rther suggests tha t the author’s entire treatment  of the subject, 
which the Committee Print ostensibly deals with, was motivated more by a desire 
to sustain  a preconceived viewpoint of the AFL-CIO and its elected leadership 
than to provide real ins ight into  “Labor Policies and Programs” and the “Alliance 
for Progress.”

A more balanced presentation  of the historic philosophical position of the 
U.S. trade  union movement and its concern with political action is expressed 
by Philip Taft, Professor  of Economics at Brown University and one of the 
most respected students of the U.S. trade union movement:

“The philosophy of American labor is quite simple, but it is not static. A 
movement tha t is essentially made up of toilers in the shop and office is not 
likely to indulge in long-drawn speculations on where it is going. The American 
labor leader and his followers are not so much concerned about the destiny 
of the movement as they are with the belief tha t the next year should be a 
better year than the present. If one can describe such a simple outlook as a 
philosophy, one would say tha t it is hope, supported by bargaining power, tha t 
the futu re will be bette r than the past. Some might regard such a simple view 
as superficial and narrow,  but, thus far, it has been founded on a correct  
appraisal of th e potentiality of the American economy. There is a tendency for 
men of imagination and learning to downgrade the aspiration for a bette r mate
rial life for those who work, but is tha t not the aim of every reform and revo
lutionary system tha t has been offered to mankind by the seers and philosophers 
of the past? Is success a sin? I s not desire  to abolish want—to l ift the age-long 
burdens from the back of man—the moral driving force of every movement to 
regenerate  mankind?

“From the beginning, American organized labor was aware tha t many prob
lems facing the worker could not be solved at  the place of employment. Education, 
child labor, the conditions of work of women employees, immigration, and a 
variety of questions ranging from the sanitary standards at the work place to 
the voting rights of citizens can only be answered by the government.

“Union leaders of the past and present have understood tha t the government 
can influence, if not determine, the well-being of the working population. The 
differences tha t have arisen over political action, if  one excludes a small number 
of anarchists and syndicalists, have been over the type of politics that  the labor 
movement was to promote, and the extent and kind of program tha t the labor 
movement would endorse. In fact, one of the reasons th at the AFL was launched 
in the middle ISSO's was to help establish the state federation of labor as the 
political arm of the labor movement.”

As the above statement suggests, although the trade union movement in the 
United States  has not been doctrinaire but rath er pragmatic  in its approach, it 
has recognized from its earlies t beginnings tha t all problems affecting the  work
ers cannot be solved at  the collective bargaining table. American labor has not 
followed the view—expressed in the Committee P rin t—that  “the role of govern
ment vis-a-vis trade unionism is to insure  labor’s rights w ith respect to collective 
bargaining.”

The author's conclusion t h a t: “ Indeed, free enterpri se and free trade  unionism 
are inseparable, one cannot survive without the other” comes as no surpri se 
since i t is only one of many opinions, based on a superficial analysis, expressed



as a fact. This statement of opinion would not merit comment except that  it 
constitu tes the basis for the author’s subsequent comments regarding the AFL- 
CIO’s relations with trade unions abroad, namely tha t :

(1) “. . . it is this philosophy which the U.S. labor leadership has at 
tempted to implant abroad”, and

(2) “This has often made accommodations with other national labor 
movements difficult. Frequently, whatever accommodation has been reached 
in the international sphere has been based primarily  on the financial and 
political strength of the AFL-CIO.”

These two statements in the Committee Prin t conveniently ignore the following fac ts :
(1) The AFL-CIO and its member unions historically have maintained warm 

and fra tern al relations with trade  union movements, such as the TUC in the 
United Kingdom, which are tied to political parties which are committed, not 
to a “free enterprise” system such as exists in the United States, but to a 
socialist system. This relationship has expressed itself in mutual exchanges of 
financial and moral support where member unions here or abroad were engaged 
in prolonged strikes, organizing drives, or were undergoing political attacks 
of one kind or another.

(2) Historically, the AFL-CIO and its member unions have consistently given 
broad support to national and international labor organizations which represent 
workers in industries which are government-owned in many countries, but 
which are privately-owned under our system. At no time has AFL-CIO or its 
member unions done or said anything in giving its support, financial and other
wise, to such groups which could possibly be construed as indicative of any 
interest or desire to influence a shift from government to private ownership of 
these industries. Nor has such support ever been influenced by the fact that  
those industries were government, rather than privately, owned. Indeed, not 
even its most hosti le critics have ever suggested such an interest or desire.

This longstanding warm fraterna l relationship between the AFL-CIO and 
socialist-oriented unions abroad (both in developed and developing countries) 
and the active support and cooperation the AFL-CIO and its member unions have 
extended to unions representing workers in government-owned industries 
abroad—-which under  our system are accepted as properly in the private  sector— 
hardly  support the view which, by innuendo, the author ascribes to the AFL- 
CIO: to w it: “Indeed, free enterprise and free trade  unionism are inseparab le; 
one cannot survive without the other” and which, the author then proceeds 
to state, the AFL-CIO has attempted to “implant abroad” which has in turn 
“often made accommodation with other national labor movements difficult.”

Another contradiction in the auth or’s tortured logic should not go unnoticed. 
After emphasizing what the author construes to be an almost apolitical stance 
by the trade  union movement in the United States on page 6 of the Print, he 
stated on page 7 tha t: “Frequently, •whatever accommodation has been reached 
in the international sphere has been based primarily  on the financial and 
political strength of the AFL-CIO.”

Wit/t regard to the “Current Rif t over AFL-CIO Policy”, the autho r here 
gives fur the r evidence—to what becomes increasingly apparent with every page 
of the Committee Prin t—that his primary objective is to present a particular 
view of AFL-CIO international policy rather  than to assess the effectiveness of 
“Labor Policies and Programs” in Latin America as a par t of the Committee’s 
“Survey of the Alliance for Progress”. The author, having grossly misstated 
the policy of the AFL-CIO in Section IT (B) , proceeds in Section II  (C), using 
a much-favored technique of the professional propagandist, to hang the “alleged” 
policy around the necks of his prime target in the document, the elected leader
ship of the AFL-CIO. He sta tes:  “The policy described above has won the 
adherence of most, but not all, of the leadership of U.S. Labor.” Then comes 
the big surprise. The author reveals: “The most articulate  dissent has come 
from Walter Reuther . . .” The nat ura l question i s: dissent from what? Unfor
tunately. the Committee Print leaves this question unanswered since there is 
no specific statement of dissent by Mr. Reuther included in the document to 
which meaningful response can be made.

It is in this  section t ha t the author ’s bias comes to full flower. Stating that : 
“It  is beyond the scope of this paper to explore the causes of the break between 
the AFL-CTO and the UAW or to attempt to assess the merits of the dispute”, 
the author  then proceeds, without even bothering to quote the two individuals he
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nam es, to asc rib e vie wp oin ts to  Mr. Meany  an d Mr. Reu ther  usi ng  loaded  ter ms 
wh ich  have  no pla ce in an  official  publi ca tio n of an  im po rta nt  Senate Com mittee. 
Fo r ins tan ce,  Mr. Reu th er  an d UAW “te nd ’, in th e au th or ’s words,  to  be “less 

do ct rin na ire  an d mo re acc om mo dat ing  to th e va rio us  br an ds  of tr ad e unio nism  

which  ex is t in the in te rn at io na l lab or  mo vem ent” whe reas  he ha s Mr. Meany 

“rigidly” re jec tin g “ an y” re la tio ns  w ith  Communis t un ions .
Th is,  of course,  leaves much unsaid. As pre viously note d, th e AFT. CIO has 

thr ou gh ou t it s his to ry  wo rke d wi th un ion s of man y po lit ica l hues an d or ient a
tion s. Speci fical ly, in Lat in  Americ a, the ar ea  the  P ri n t allege dly  is con cerned  
wi th.  Mr. Meany , ac tin g on be ha lf of the AFL- CIO, has cons ist en tly  sup po rte d 

with  wo rd and deed  o rg an izat ions  ha vin g ma ny  div ers e viewpoin ts. Fo r exam ple  :
(a ) Th e CTM in Mexico, a na tio na lis t mov eme nt which is par t of  the

* domi na nt polit ica l groupin g in Mexico ;
(b) Bo th th e NWU an d the BITU , na tio na l union s in Ja maica , which 

ar e in tu rn  all ied  to eac h of th e two major  po lit ica l par ti es : and
(c)  In  Pe ru , Venezuela. Chi le an d othe r co un tri es  in Ce ntra l an d South  

America, th e AFL -C IO  enjoys  har mo nio us  re la tio ns hips  of longsta nd ing

* wi th many uni ons whose  “modus viv en di” is en tir ely  di ffe rent from th ei r 
No rth  A me rican co un te rp ar t. Th e common  d enom ina tor  of the se re la tio ns hips  
ha s been a belie f in be tte rin g the live s of wo rke rs thr ou gh  dem ocr atic tr ad e 
un ion ism  an d no t th roug h th e imposit ion s of the U.S. sys tem  on thes e labo r 

movements.
Th is policy ce rta in ly  de mon str ate s a wi llin gness  to  “ac cep t foreig n union s on 

th ei r own te rm s” , an inc lin ati on  which  th e au th or  would  h ave us  b elieve does no t 

ch ar ac te riz e AF L-CIO policy and pro gra ms .
In  h is ad dres ses to gr ad ua tin g cla sse s o f the  A IFLD  e du ca tio na l course s, Pre si 

de nt  Meany ha s cons ist en tly  sa id : “W e ha ve  no desir e to  impo se on th e wo rkers 
of the se co un tri es  th e Am eric an sys tem  of tr ad e unionism. We reali ze  th a t ou r 

sys tem  is bu ilt  ar ou nd  ou r cu ltu re , economy and ge ne ra l way of  lif e and we 
real ize  th at ou r sy stem might  not fit th e syst em of some othe r country. Ou r m eth od 

of  tr ad e unionism  mi gh t no t be the me tho d in an ot he r co un try:  bu t we ar e con
vinc ed of one thing, th a t no m at te r wha t the type  o f mov ement, it  mus t be bas ed 
upon th e freedo m of th e wo rke r to choo se fo r him self th e repr es en ta tiv e who will 

spe ak to hi s e mp loy er in his  beha lf. T ha t is why  we em pha size th e word ‘freedo m’ 

in ev erything  we do. If  h e i s to sh ar e in the  f ru it s of  h is society , he mus t be free . 

Our en emies  have  known th is  fo r a  lo ng t ime.”
I t is tr ue th a t th e AF L-CIO ha s no t co lla bo rated  with  th e so-called un ion s 

in the USSR. Unfor tuna te ly , th e au th or  neg lec ted  t o po int  ou t th a t th e AF L-CIO 

ha s co ns ist en tly  refused to co lla bo ra te wi th an y “la bo r movem ent” un de r the  
heel of to ta li ta ri an  con tro l when wo rkers were no t free  to ch art  th eir  own 

des tiny .
Th is re fu sa l to co lla bo rate with  sta te- contr ol led  un ion s ha s appli ed  no t only  

to tho se in th e Comm unist bloc, as  the  au th or  by dev iou s omissio n sug ges ts, but  
to puppet un ion s of the  Domin ican Repub lican un de r Truj ill o,  of Pe ru  under 

Od ria,  Venezuela un de r Pe rez Jim ene z, Spa in un de r Franco , as  well as  man y 

f ot he r pa st  a nd  conte mp orary  rig ht- wing  regim es. At no po int  did  th e dem ocrat ic
an d oppre sse d tr ad e un ion ist s of tho se na tio ns  feel th a t the y did  no t have  a 

fri en d in the AF L-CIO.  Ma ny of the se demo cra tic  tr ad e un ion ist s, once the  yoke 
of an opp res siv e di ctator sh ip  was  ca st  off, were elected  to pos itio ns of  na tio na l 
lea dersh ip.  Pe rh ap s the au th or  might have  inve stiga ted  a few  such cases  pr ior  

to wri tin g ab ou t “accom mo dat ing  to  the va rio us  br an ds  o f tr ad e un ion ism ”. Such 
inve sti ga tio n would  have  pre clu ded th e use of suc h an  obviously di stor te d and  

loa ded  stat em en t th at  Pr es id en t Meany “has  ten ded to eq ua te ‘de mocra tic ’ with 
‘an ti commu nis t’ ” since all  of  the afo rem entio ned rig ht- wi ng  dictator sh ip s 
were avo wedly  “an ti- comm unist ”. A cu rsory rev iew  by th e au th or  of AF L-CIO 

reso lut ion s would  hav e es tab lished the  con sis tency of th e AFL -C IO ’s opposit ion
to a ll for ms  of tot al ita ria ni sm .

In a fina l bu rs t of di stor tio n an d miss tat em en t the au th or  conc lude s: “One 
of the  th ings  th a t led to Reu th er ’s r es ign ati on  fro m the board  of trust ee s of the  

AIFLD  w as  th e la tt e r’s tenden cy to  ado pt a ‘good guys ve rsus  bad gu ys ’ app roa ch 
to int er na tion al  la bo r relat ions .”

Mr. Reu th er ’s resig na tio n from AIF LD ’s Bo ard of Tr us tees  occ urr ed  sim ul
tan eously wi th his  re sig na tio ns  from  all his  A FL -C IO  po sts,  except th e In du st rial  

T nion  De pa rtm en t. It  wa s not,  as  the au th or ’s choice of wo rds  sug gests , an 
iso lat ed  res ign ati on  stemm ing  fro m exp res sed  philosop hic al di sagreemen ts wi th 
AIF LD ’s “ap proa ch ”.

33-9 48— 69-------2
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II I.  UN ITE D STA TES-L ATIN AM ERICA N LABOR RE LA TION S: 1 9 4 5 -1 9 6 0

Again in this section, the use of innuendo, loaded words, questionable sources 
and the omission of certain salient facts  combine to sustain the auth or’s attack 
on the AFL-CIO and its leadership.

With regard to the establishment of the ICFTU and ORIT, the history here 
is generally accurate as far  as it goes. Two points are worth noting:

1) The use of certain  words with source documentation to give an innocent
incident a siniste r implication is beautifically illus trated in the auth or’s state 
ment : “The State Department reportedly took a direct interes t in planning 
Romualdi’s itine rary .” The use of the term “reportedly” stems, not from any 
statement of the late Serafino Romualdi or anyone in a position to speak knowl
edgeably of these events in the  S tate Department in 1946, but rather from a 1967 *article  in  “The Nation”, a journal of opinion with a single, generally acknowl
edged, viewpoint to purvey. The real trick in a statement of this kind, however,
is not the failure to establish its authenticity  through the use of questionable 
sources but rath er the wording of the statement itself. For anyone planning 
extensive travel of this  nature in Latin America just afte r World W ar II, given •
the Nazi int rigues in Latin America during the war, the nature of U.S.-Soviet 
relations, the ascendency of right-wing dictatorsh ips in Latin America and 
the status of the labor movement in Latin America in 1946. it would not have 
been viewed as  unusual or sinister  for the “State Department” to take “a direct interest in planning Romualdi’s itin era ry”.

2) Continuing to see the en tire labor movement of the Western Hemisphere as 
one gigantic anti-communist plot, the autho r states that ORIT’s founding was 
“for the specific purpose of combatting Communist infiltration  of the Latin Ameri
can Labor Movement.” This, of course, is the kind of “black and white” approach 
which denotes a conspiratorial mentality . ORIT came into being to promote and 
strengthen democratic trade  unions. Because Communist-dominated unions are 
autocratic , ORIT is anti-Communist; however, for the same reason, it is anti military dic tatorsh ip and anti-company union.

Once again, having created a fallac ious premise, the auth or leaps to a false con
clusion when he says : “This is one reason for what seems to be a decline in ORIT 
prestige in Latin America”. The author  cites no evidence to support this rather 
vague, general statement. In terms of the usual measures of success for such an 
organization—membership, financial resources, etc.—any objective review of 
ORIT’s position today could hardly result  in the statement quoted above. Citing 
three ORIT positions, which happen to  coincide with official U.S. positions, as a 
basis for alleging tha t “To many Latin Americans, this looks like ORIT is an 
instrument of the U.S. State  Depar tment”, the author, without any attempt to 
assess the merits of the three examples, uses the old “guilt by association” technique.

IV. TH E AMERICAN IN ST IT UTE FOR FREE LABOR DEVELOPMENT

The author’s obsessive “anti-communist p lot” approach in analyzing AFL-CIO 
policy really obscures the facts  in discussing AIFLD’s creation. He opens this sec- *tion with the flat-footed stat ement t h a t:

“The American Ins titu te For  Free Labor Development was founded in 1961 
primar ily in response to the threat  of Cast roite infiltration and eventual control of major labor movements within La tin America.”

The author  then supports this contention with a careful weaving of words such 
as : “Short ly after the Bay of Pigs episode in April 1961, President Kennedy 
endorsed the idea of a Latin American labor program. . . . ” (Emphasis supplied).

President Kennedy had been in office only three months in April 1961. To sug
gest that  the creation of the Alliance for Progress stemmed in par t from Castro’s 
actions is not without some validity. However, to attempt to depict the creation  of 
AIFLD as nothing more than  a reaction to the Cuban situation ignores a long 
history of involvement in Latin  America by the AFL-CIO and member unions 
and conveniently overlooks some relevant facts  as to AIFLD’s beginning, facts 
which were supplied to the autho r some months ago and which he obviously chose to ignore.

Since the text of the section relating to AIFLD’s structure and programs relied 
chiefly on information supplied to the au thor  by AIFLD, there ar e only one or two 
minor observations which requi re clarification.
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Regarding the Ins titu te at  Front Royal, the s tatement is made tha t “parti cula r 
emphasis” is given “the theme of democracy versus tota litar iani sm”. Unless the  
author defines approximately three days out of 10 to 12 weeks of train ing as con
stitut ing “particula r emphasis”, i t is hard to determine on what  basis this judg
ment was made.

The author’s s tatement tha t the Labor Economist program is “generally con
sidered to be AIFLD’s best educational project” doesn’t, unfortunately, provide 
any clue as to the basis fo r this assessment. Nevertheless, in a document charac
terized by an almost totally unrelenting negative statement of AFL-CIO policy 
and AIFLD’s program, any positive comment, however ambiguous, affords a 
brief, welcome respite.

t  V. THE  AIFLD AND THE  LATIN  AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT

The autho r seems to have a facility for incorporating baseless assertion and 
misstatement in the opening passages of each section of his “Study”. Here again, 
in Section V (A), he makes an appa rent unequivocal statement (actua lly a 
redundant general misstatement carried over from Section II I (B )) as to the 
condition of O RIT; namely, th at it is declining. More exhaustive research could 
have shown that, as a mat ter of fact  and not conjecture, the ORIT has grown 
much stronger since the AIFLD’s inception, the reason being th at ORIT has been 
able to divert most of its funds to the organizing efforts and servicing of thei r 
affiliates, while AIFLD has focused on the educational/socia l programs peculiar 
to its function. Consequently, the efforts of the AIFLD have served to implement 
and strengthen the act ivity of ORIT.

Within this series of irresponsible misstatements, the writ er authoritatively 
claims that “The AFL-CIO’s energies and resources have consequently been con
centra ted upon the AIFLD to the detriment of the  ORIT budget.” More definite 
and objective analysis of budget distribu tions (which information was readily 
and voluntarily made available by the AFL-CIO to the writer ) would have clearly  
shown tha t the ORIT budget has not been adversely affected. Even the most 
perfunctory examination would have disclosed the exact amount which the AFL-  
CIO contributes to  each organization.

The author  then states that “The rise of the AIFLD and the decline of ORIT 
are used by the Communists and the  CLASC mil itants to ‘prove’ their trad itional 
claim tha t the Latin  American labor movement is simply ano ther area in which 
the Yankees ‘call the tune’ ”. I t is difficult to determine how the author ratio nal
izes his  logic and line of reasoning through the use of statements such as this, 
since the Communists and CLASC have consistently followed the same path, tha t 
of being critical of everyth ing which has  even the slightest semblance of freedom 
and democracy. They have been critica l of AFL-CIO activities even here in the 
United S tat es; they have consistently and pers istently  attacked and harassed the 
AIFLD in every country where the Communists and CLASC have a following. 
Similarly, they have been vociferous in thei r attacks upon ORIT. continually 
alleging its decline. It  would appear then that,  instead of being “proof” of the 
inadequacies of AIFLD and ORIT such statements, allowing for thei r origins,

« would support a case for the validity and strength of both organizations.
The writer goes on to allege tha t “The problem of Communist subversion of the 

Latin American labor movement has been central to the AFL-CIO/AIFLD opera
tions in the region”. We concede that  this is one of the paramount i ssues confront
ing several countries of Latin America. It  is an historical certain ty tha t a Com-

• munist-dominated labor movement in any country is a definite and obvious threat
to economic and political freedom.

Anyone interested in elevating and improving the living standard of human 
beings must recognize the inherent danger of Communist subversion whether it 
be in the labor movement or any other sphere of social-political-economic activity. 
History has chronicled th at  those who have chosen to hide their  heads in the sand 
have either  died or have lived to regret thei r complacency.

VI. THE LATIN AMERICAN CONFEDERATION OF CHRISTIAN TRADE UN ION S (CLASC)

The autho r describes the Latin American Confederation of Christian Trade 
Unions (CLASC) and gives a brief history  of its development in the Western 
Hemisphere. He states  tha t, “The origins of this movement are grounded in 
Catholic doctrine, especially as set  forth  in the social encyclicals Rerum Novarum



16

(189 1) , Qua dr ag es im o Ann o  (193 1) , an d mor e re ce nt ly  M at er  e t M ag is tra  (19 61) 
and Pac em  in Ter ri s (1 96 3) .” li e  th en  goes on to  ex pl ai n th a t th e  CLAS C is  a 
“t h ir d  fo rc e” , nat io nal is ti c,  L at in  Amer ican  mov em en t an d qu ot es  Ch ile an  P re s i
de nt  E duar do F re i M on ta lva as  de sc ribi ng  C hri st ia n  Dem oc racy  (s ic  CL AS C) 
as a . m id dle w ay  b etw ee n ca pi ta li sm  a nd c om mun ism”.

T hi s is  a su pe rf ic ia l an d na iv e de sc ript io n of  th e  CLA SC.  The re  is  se riou s 
qu es tio n as  to w het her  CL AS C tr u ly  re pre se n ts  th e  sp ir it  of  th e  ab ov e-men tio ne d 
en cy cl ical s. At le ast  tw o sign ifi ca nt  L at in  la bor mov em en ts,  th e Un ion  of  Co
lom bian  W or ke rs  (U TC) an d th e Cos ta  R ic an  Gen er al  Con fe de ra tio n of  W ork 
ers  (R er um  N ovar um ),  which  pr e- dat e th e  CLASC an d were fo un de d as  C at h
olic mo ve men ts,  en co un te re d g re a t ph ilos op hi ca l ac co mmod at ion w ith th e ORIT  
an d co ns id er ab le  a nt ag on is m  to w ar ds th e  CLASC.

CLASC m ain ta in s th a t th e fu ndam enta l econom ic s tr uc tu re  of  L at in  Amer ican  *
so ciety is al l w ro ng  an d th a t th er e m ust  be a so cial an d eco nomic up he av al  in  
o rd er to  ef fect ch an ge . The y do no t ne ce ss ar ily  oppose violence  to  ac hiev e th is  
ch an ge , al th oug h th ey  ha ve  ne ve r of fered  specific pr op os al s on th e pr ec ise na tu re  
of  th e  ne w society  they  hope  to cr ea te . The y re gard  th e ORIT , an d o th er socio 
eco nomic org an iz at io ns whi ch  wor k w ith in  th e  pre va il in g sy st em  in  ord er  to  •
ac hiev e re fo rm s,  as  pal li at iv e an d inef fect ive.  T hi s ph ilo so ph y of  CLASC has  
fr eq uen tly  m ad e th e ir  po lic ies  al l but in d is ti nguis hab le  from  ex tr em is t re vo lu 
ti onary  el em en ts  in cl ud in g th e co mm un is ts . T hi s w as  so duri ng  th e il l- fa te d ge n
e ra l st ri k e  ca lle d by th e co mmun is ts  of  P e ru  in  196 4; si m ilar ly , th ey  fier ce ly  
oppose,  al on g w ith th e co mmun is ts,  m an y el em en ts  of  th e L ati n  Amer ican  demo 
cra ti c  l ef t th a t are  n ot  a lig ne d w ith C hri st ia n  D em oc ra tic par ti es .

CLASC has  been  part ic u la rl y  ho st il e to  a ll  th in gs N orth Amer ican , an d th e ir  
pr opa ga nda  has be en  espe cial ly  v it upera ti ve  again st  th e  A FL-C IO  an d th e 
AIF LD. Ev en  a cas ual  stud y of  th e ir  publ ic at io ns m ak es  ev id en t th a t f a r  more 
sp ac e is  de vo ted  to  a tt ack in g  th e U ni ted S ta te s and “I m peri a li sm ” th an  to  c ri ti 
cizing  to ta li ta ri an is m  and comm un ism .

The  CLAS C ad vo ca te s L at in  Am er ican ism  as  opposed to  In te r-A m er ican ism .
Thi s m ea ns  t h a t th ey  opp ose  th e inclus ion of  t he  U ni ted S ta te s on In te r-A m er ic an  
so cial  a nd  economi c a nd  po li tica l b od ies , s uc h as  the  OAS.

Al l of  th e ab ov e gi ve s cl ea r in dic at io n to  ex pe rien ce d la bor han ds in  Lat in  
A m er ic a th a t CL AS C’s po licy an d ph ilo so ph y ru n co ntr ary  to  th e In te r-A m er ic an  
co ns truc tive  sp ir it  of  th e  Alli an ce  fo r Pro gr es s.  Yet. th e au th o r of  the Com mittee  
P ri n t su gg es ts  th a t th e  Uni ted S ta te s G ov er nm en t m ig ht  do  we ll to ex te nd  to  
CL AS C th e be ne fit s of it s pr og ra m s.  W he n CLASC ac tive ly  ap pea re d in the 
H em isph er e w ith  th e  a ss is ta nce  of mo ne y pr ov id ed  from  Ger man y,  th e  A FL-C IO  
ex er ci se d g re a t pat ie nce  w ith  th e ne w gro up in th e ho pe  th a t th e ir  ex tr em is t 
vi ew po in t wou ld tu rn  o u t to  be more th e  re su lt  o f yout hfu l ze al  an d inex pe rien ce  
ra th e r th an  m ea ni ng fu l ho st il ity.  F or a long  tim e th e A IF LD  he ld  it s do or s ope n 
to  t he  C LA SC  a nd even, in one o r tw o in st an ce s,  c ou rted  th e ir  col la bo ra tion . A FL- 
CI O Pre si den t George M ea ny  once in vited  CLAS C G en er al  Sec re ta ry  Em ilio 
M as pe ro  to th e A FL-C IO  h eadquart ers  in W as hin gt on in ord er  to  e xp lo re  p os sib le 
a re as of  ag re em en t. The se  fr ie nd ly  overt ure s w er e reb uf fed w ith  in su lt  an d in 
vecti ve . Con sequ en tly . CLASC w as  no lo nger  in vited  to  part ic ip a te  in  A IF LD  *
pr og ra m s,  a ltho ug h in di vi dua l mem be rs  o f CL AS C- aff iliate d un io ns  a re  even to da y 
welc om e to  p art ic ip a te  i f th ey  so  d es ire.

The  au th o r wou ld  ha ve  us be lie ve  th a t th e  CL AS C is an  au th en ti c  fo rc e in 
L ati n  Amer ica,  a lthough it  h as a du es  p ay in g mem be rshi p th a t “p ro ba bl y does no t 
exceed 300.060”. T his  i s  sh ee r na iv et e.  CL AS C’s fu nds  a re  su pp lie d from  E uro 
pe an  source s, no t d u e s ; an d,  al th ou gh  th e  fu nds th a t a re  a t it s  di sp os al  fa r  ex 
ceed th e  annual  bu dget  of  th e  ORIT , est im ate s of  CL AS C’s tr u e  mem be rshi p ar e 
on ly  a tiny fr ac ti on  of th e  O RIT  to ta l,  ev en  ex clud in g O R IT ’s N orth Amer ican  
mem be rship.  By  CL AS C’s own ad m ission , i t  p re fe rs  t o wor k w ith  th e in te ll ectu al 
el ite ra th e r th an  de ve lop a mov em en t w hi ch  is  le git im at el y  tr ad e  un ion in 
concep t. We vi ew  th is  ph ilo so ph y as  dan ger ous  to  de m oc ra tic tr a d e  un ion 
de ve lopm en t.

T he  au th o r of  th e Com mittee  P ri n t st a te s  th a t CLASC is  th e  la bor ar m  of  th e 
C hri st ia n  D em oc ra tic P art y . I t  is  im p o rt an t to  not e in  an y di sc us sion  of  bona  
fide  w or ke rs ’ mov em en ts  of  L at in  A m er ic a th a t al m ost  a ll  of  th e  la bor mo ve
m en ts  th a t co mpr ise O RIT  were al re ady  long -e stab lish ed  nati onal mov em en ts a t 
th e  tim e O RIT  w as  foun de d.  W ith th e  ex ce pt io n of  Ecu ad or , ev er y CLAS C aff ili
a te  w as  o rg an iz ed  a f te r  1954 by t he  C LA SC  i ts el f.  I t  s tr e tc hes th e im ag in at io n too  
fa r  w he n th e au th o r su gg es ts  th a t CLASC is  a g ra ss  ro ots  L ati n  Amer ican  w or k
e rs ’ mo veme nt.



17

American  F ederation of L abor ano  Congress
of I nd us trial Org an iza tio ns ,
Washington, D.C., Augus t 5, 1968.

Hon. W ay ne  Morse,
Chairman, Subcommittee on American Republics Affairs, TJ.S. Senate, Wash

ington, D.C.
Hear Senator Morse : I ha ve  ju s t co mpleted  a revi ew  of th e Com m itt ee  P ri n t 

of  the Sen at e Su bc om m itt ee  on Am er ic an  Rep ub lic s Affa irs , en ti tl ed  “Sur ve y of  
th e Alli an ce  fo r P ro gre ss  Lab or  Po lic ies an d P ro gra m s” , to get her  w ith  a R ep ort  
of th e  G en eral  A cc ou nt ing Office.

We  no te  th a t Mr . E lm er  S ta ats . th e  C om pt ro ller  G en er al  of  th e  U nite d S ta te s,  
t  in hi s Ma y 20, 1968 l e tt e r of  t ra n sm it ta l to  S en at or F u lb ri gh t co nc er ni ng  t h e  GA O

review  of  th e Amer ican  In s ti tu te  fo r Fre e Lab or  Dev elop men t (A IF L D ),  cl ea rl y  
st a te d  t h a t :

“W e were no t ab le  du ri ng our revi ew  to  re ac h an y specific co nc lusio n on th e  
re la tive  succ es s of  th e  In s ti tu te  as  an  in st ru m ent fo r ac hi ev in g U.S . fo re ig n 

* po licy ob ject iv es  in  th e la bor sector . W e ag re e th a t th e  In s ti tu te  re p re se n ts  a
re al is ti c an d im ag in at iv e ap pr oa ch  to  som e of  th e m aj or pr ob lems of  th e  W es te rn  
Hem isph ere.  F o r ex am pl e,  it  pr ov id es  a m ea ns  w he re by  th e w ork er s of L ati n  
Am eri ca  ca n p art ic ip a te  in th e  Alli an ce  fo r P ro gre ss  and becom e mor e acti ve in  
th e  ec onom ic and  so ci al  p ro gr es s of  t h e ir  c ou nt ri es .”

Th e A IF LD  has su bm it te d a mem or an du m co nc er ni ng  th e  GAO re port  which  
you will  find on pa ge  80 of th e Com m itt ee  P ri n t.  F ro m  th is  m em or an du m  it  is 
c le ar th a t th e  A IF L D  is fu lly aw are  of  it s  pu bl ic  ac co unta bil ity  fo r th e  fu nds 
which  ha ve  be en  pr ov id ed  to  it  from  th e  Ag ency fo r In te rn a ti o n a l Dev elop men t. 
We will co nt in ue  to  ex er ci se  th e  utm ost  sc ru tiny  de m an de d by th e GAO.

We ha ve  ta ken  du e no te  th a t in th e Fo re w or d sign ed  by  you, yo u st a te  th a t 
“T he  po in ts  of  vi ew  ex pr es se d do  no t nec es sa ri ly  re flec t th e op inion of  th e 
Su bc om m itt ee  or  any mem be r th ere of. ” Ple as e fin d en clo sed de ta il ed  analy si s of  
th e Com mitt ee  P ri n t.

We m us t, ho wev er , po in t ou t th a t,  unfo rt unate ly , th e  su rv ey  of  th e Sen at e 
Su bc om m itt ee  on A m er ic an  Rep ub lic s Affai rs  conta in s qui te  a nu m be r of  in 
ac cu ra ci es . The  a u th o r mad e li tt le  a tt em pt to mak e a  ba la nc ed  ass es sm en t of  
la bor  po lic ies an d pro gra m s in re la ti on  to  th e  Com m itt ee ’s ov er al l su rv ey  of th e 
Alli an ce  fo r Pro gre ss . The  do cu m en t re fle ct s prec on ce ived  an d bi as ed  vi ew po in ts  
w ith ou t an y fo undat io n  in f ac t. Am ong o th er  th in gs it  char ges  t h a t :

1. The  tr ad e  un ion mov em en t of th e U.S . is  tr y in g  to  fo rc e it s  ph ilo so ph y 
an d it s m et ho ds  on th e L at in  A m er ic an  L ab or m ov em en ts.

2. The  U.S . la bor mov em en t is  on ly a “b re ad-a nd-b utt er” mov em en t an d 
bu sine ss -o rien te d an d.  t her ef or e,  i s no t e qu ippe d to  w or k w ith L ati n  Am er ic an  
la bor  mov em en ts  which  th e do cu men t ass e rt s a re  mor e id eo lo gi ca lly  an d 
po li ti ca lly o rien te d.

3. T h a t th e  A FL-C IO  an d th e  A IF LD  are  bl in dl y an d ne ga tivel y a n ti 
co m m unis t and eq ua te  an ti- Cor am un ism as  su ch  w ith  de m oc ra ti c pr in ci pl es .

Th ou gh  th e  Fore w ord  of  th e do cu m en t st a te s th a t th e  Doc ke ry  Stu dy is  pub
lis he d fo r th e  Su bc om m itt ee  a t th is  tim e so le ly  as  a ba si s fo r di sc us sion  an d 
fu rt h e r in qu ir y by th e Su bc om mittee , it s co nte nt s ha ve  a lr eady  be en  give n wide 
ci rc ula tion  in  th e  U ni ted S ta te s an d th ro ughout L at in  Amer ica.  I t  is  p a r
ti cu la rl y  u n fa ir  to  c ir cu la te  su ch  m is re pre se nta tion  as  if  it  w er e a lr eady  an  

„ officia l Sen at e do cu men t.
As a sa m ple of ho w th is  do cu m en t is  be ing us ed , le t me qu ot e fr om  th e 

En gl ish  la ngu ag e Moscow ra dio  bro ad ca st  to C en tr al  Amer ica “P ea ce  an d 
Pro gr es s” :

“ . . . In  W as hin gto n th e Sen at e Su bc om m itt ee  on In te r-A m er ic an  A ffai rs  has 
pu bl ishe d a re port  on the ac ti v it ie s of  th e so-call ed  Amer ican  In s ti tu te  fo r th e 
Dev elo pm en t of  F re e  T ra de  U nio ns . The  au th o rs  of  t h is  re port  po in t ou t th a t th is  
in st it u te  h as  be come  the  m ain in st ru m ent of  the  U .S. G ov er nm en t fo r th e  p ra cti cal 
ex ec ut ion of  it s  po lic y to w ar d th e L at in  A m er ic an  tr ad e  un ions . T he re port  
com es to  th e un eq ui vo ca l co nc lusion  th a t th e  S ta te  D ep ar tm en t,  th e  le ad ers hip  
of  th e  A FL-C IO . and  t he  Amer ican  mo no po lie s a re  j o in tl y  c arr y in g  o ut a comm on 
pol icy  of  su bord in ati ng  th e  ac ti v it ie s of  th e L ati n  Amer ican  tr ad e  uni on s to  th e 
in te re st s of  U.S. mon op oly c a p it a l” . . . .

“ . . . The  A m er ic an  In s ti tu te  fo r th e Dev elop men t of  Fre e T ra de U ni on s is 
in fa c t a sp ec ia l sch ool of  th e  CIA  which  pre pare s ag en ts  fo r under m in in g  th e 
Lat in -A m er ic an  tr ad e  un ions  f ro m  insid e.  D uri ng t he la s t 5 y ear s it  t ra in e d  60.000 
pe rs on s who  h av e be en  giv en  t he ta sk  o f t ak in g  t he le ad ers hip  o f th e  L a ti n  A m er i
ca n tr ad e  un io ns  in to  th e ir  ow n ha nds . The  sc al e of  th is  su bv er sive  opera ti on  of
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the Americans can be compared only with Hitl er’s notorious fifth column . . . .”The AIFLD, under my ins tructions, cooperated with the Committee in answering a detailed questionnaire presented to it  by Mr. Dockery, the Committee’s representative. We cannot unders tand why this study chose not to make use of the replies prepared by AIFLD.
Let us cite some of the misrepresentations contained in the Committee Print.1. The Dockery concept of U.S. and Latin American Labor and thei r respective roles in the political life of their  nations as mentioned on pages 2 and 3 of the report leads to grave misjudgments of the role played by labor in societies with different social systems. The statemen t “even communist dominated unions, especially those which follow the Moscow line, now generally accept the peacefulrole as a viable al ternative”, (see page 3), is as dangerous as it is uutrue. This «type of wishful thinking can lead to the same false conclusion which considered Castro as a social reformer bent upon the democratization of Cuba.
2. On page 6, the report state s on the one hand tha t “in these circumstances many Latins question the role of the AIFLD as an independent voice of U.S.labor and view it instead as a chosen instrument of the U.S. Government”. On •the other hand, the report recommends tha t the U.S. government should exercise more control and supervision over AIFLD. This is an obvious contradiction.3. The report categorically declares: “Decisions relating  to official United States-Latin American labor policy and programs should be under the firm control of the Department of State and should not be delegated to a pr ivate  institu tion or contracted out.” I f th is sta temen t refer s to official U.S. Government policy, then it is impermissible as a recommendation applicable to the AIFLD because the lat ter is a voluntary organization, an auxiliary of the  AFL-CIO, with management representation in its policy board. If this statement is  directed at  the AIFLD, it is tantamount to  a call for its disavowal by the U.S. Government. This attitude towards the relations between the U.S. Government and voluntary organizations has no place in our democratic society.
4. On page 7, the report deals with the “curren t ri ft” in the AFL-CIO. This item does not belong in the Report and has nothing to do with the subject matter  which is supposed to be a survey on the Alliance for Progress. Dragging this subject into the survey only dem onstrates f urther  the auth or’s prejudice against those who are unwilling to accept the Labor Front of the USSR as bona fide free tr ade unions.
5. The treatment  of the history and background of American labor’s activities in Latin America has many factual errors (pages 7 and 8). See attached analysis.6. The whole at tempt on pages 12 and 13 to set up the AIFLD as a  competitor of the ORIT fails to point out tha t the ORIT General Secretary and four of the most important Latin American labor leaders are on the AIFLD Board of Trustees helping to formulate its policy. As a m atter of fact, the AIFLD is supported by and in turn lends its complete support to the ORIT and its affiliated organizations.
7. On page 13 it is stated tha t the AIFLD “has involved the AFL-CIO in some awkward contradictions of its principles tha t the trade  unions should not betied to political parties”. The fact  of the mat ter is tha t the AFL-CIO has been ■working for more than 20 years with organizations like the CTM of Mexico, the CTP of Peru, and the CTV of Venezuela, and many other major trade union confederations tha t have direct ties to political parties. Moreover, it is noteworthy tha t the American Federation of Labor and thereafter the AFL-CIO has maintained warm, close, and frat ernal relations  with the Trade Union Congress of Great Brita in since 1894 despite the fa ct tha t the British TUC is more closely tied with a political party  than any free labor national center in La tin America. Our onlv insistence is tha t the unions with which we cooperate reject  al l association with or control by tota litarian  political parties.
8. The report is consistently biased in favor of CLASC (pages 15 through 18) and generally against AIFLD’s cooperation with the U.S. business sector in the promotion of economic growth, social justice and democracy in Latin America.The report, if not repudiated, would be a great disservice to the American people, and the U.S. Senate as well as to the democratic inter-American labor movement which has been working hard to overcome misery and poverty in our hemisphere. Therefore, to help counteract the damage resulting from the circulation of the  Dockery Study on both sides of the Iron Curtain, we respectfully request  th at the Subcommittee on American Republics Affairs issue as a Committee prin t the AIFLD response to the Committee’s questionnaire, this lette r and the AFL-CIO evaluation of the Dockery Study.

Sincerely yours,
George Mea n t , Pre si den t.
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U.S. Sen at e,
Com mittee  on F oreign R elat ions ,

Washington, D.C., Augu st 21,1968.
Mr. George Mea nt ,
President,  AFL-C IO,  W ashington, D.C.

Dear George : I have ju st  return ed from Oregon, where I have been devot ing 
all my tim e to my campaign for  reelection. Your le tte r of August 5 was awaiti ng 
me upon my return , and on top of i t was a copy of P at  H olt ’s A ugust 14 le tte r to 
you.

Your le tte r concerns me very much, because I think you know th at  the  last 
thing I would want to do would be to be a par ty to doing an inju stice either  di-

f  rectly  or indirectly  to any American labor program.
The Committee  Pr in t of the  Senate Subcommittee on American Republics Af

fai rs, enti tled,  “Survey of the  Alliance for  Prog ress  Labor Policies and  Pro
grams,” to gether with a Report of the General Accounting Office, is, as you know, 
a staff report  and  not a Committee repo rt. It  was prep ared  by Robe rt Dockery.

#  However, th at  does no t excuse  the  Subcommitte from any har m result ing  from  
the staff Committee repor t, i f it s con tents  are  in er ror .

The prepar ation of sta ff Committee reports  is a long-stand ing prac tice  on the 
pa rt  of Committees, generally , in the  Senate,  but  as fa r as I am concerned, I 
want to make clear th at  I  sha ll give the crit ics of thi s rep ort  a full  and  complete  
opporunity  to make  thei r record again st thi s repor t. Then, I sha ll ins ist th at  the  
Subcommittee, itsel f, subm it a report  sett ing for th its  official position.

To th at  end, if  it meets with  your approval. I would like  to suggest th at  you 
author ize  me to ins ert  in the  Congressiona l Record  on an ear ly date af te r we 
reconvene in September, with  app rop ria te exp lanatory remarks , your  le tte r of 
August 5 and the memorandum enti tled , “Reply to Committee Pr in t—Analysis 
and  Comment.” I also would like to ins ert  the correspondence th at  I have  re
ceived from other lab or  leade rs, such as Joe  Beirne, who wrote to me und er 
date of August 13.

Following that,  I would like to schedule a public hea ring  to be held by the  
Subcommittee,  a t which you and  such other spokesmen as you would recommend 
the  Subcommittee inv ite  would pre sen t their views on the  staff  Committee re
port.  In making such a record, I sha ll ask the  Subcommit tee, itself , to submit 
to the  full  Fore ign Relatio ns Committee and  to the Sena te an official repo rt, in
cluding the  making ava ilab le of rep rin ts of the  Commit tee hearings.

In  retro spec t, I wish we had  h ad these hearing s before the  staff committee re
port was printed and  is sued. However, th at  is  not the  pr act ice  th at  is followed by 
Senate Committees, bu t I have come to the  conclus ion that  i t should be. I  wish to 
make very c lear  th at  Pat  Holt, Counsel of our Subcommittee, is not  deserving of 
any criticism in respect to this  ma tter, because he followed the procedure that  
is generally  followed by staf f director s in respect to staf f Committee  reports.

Please advise me if the  procedure  I have outl ined  in thi s le tte r meets with  
your approval.

With  bes t wishes,
• Cordial ly,

Way ne  Morse.

Ame ric an  F ederat ion  of Labor and  Congress
of I nd us trial Org an iza tio ns , 

Washington, D.C., Augus t 27, 1968.
Hon. W ay ne  Morse,
Chairman, Sub com mit tee on American Repub lics Affa irs, U.S. Senate, Wash

ington, D.C.
Dear Senator  Morse : I  w ant  to tha nk  you for  your reply to my correspondence 

concerning the  Committee Pr in t of the  Senate Subcommittee on American Re
publics Affairs, enti tled , “Survey of the Alliance  for Progres s Labo r Polic ies and  
Program s.” I  qui te agree with  your comments and I am pleased to know th at  you 
would like to schedule a public hea ring to be held  by the Subcommittee at  which 
our views on the  sta ff Committee re port can be made known.

I have asked  Mr. Ernest S. Lee to con tact  Mr. Holt, Acting  Chief of Staf f of 
the  U.S. Senate Committee on F oreign Rela tions , so th at  a convenient date  can be 
established.

With every good wish,
Sincerely  yours,

George Mea ny ,
President.
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Stateme nt  by th e E xecutiv e Cou nc il  of th e A merican F ederation  of Labor,
Chicago, II I. , May 19, 1954

Because some democratic powers have fail ed to recognize the  rea l natur e of 
the  Chinese Communis t dic tatorship  and its  pivotal role in Moscow’s drive  for 
world  domination , th e I nterna tio na l s itua tion  h as det erio rate d seriously in recent 
months. Fur thermore, hy discon tinuing its immediate post-war policy of granting 
nat ional independence and equal treatm ent to colonial peoples, the  prest ige and 
position of western democracy have been grave ly weakened especia lly in Asia 
and Africa. Thus have the  Communists been enabled  to save the ir puppet regime 
in North  Korea and to perver t the  yearning of the people of Indo-China for na
tional independence into  a decisive  phase of the Soviet campa ign to conquer 
Southea st Asia and dominate the world.

Against thi s background of events, m ust we now view the indecision in Western  
diplomacy and Molotov’s machinat ions and maneuve rs at  th e Geneva Conference.
Under these circum stances, the  Executive  Council of the AFL declares th at  the 
fat e and freedom of Indo-China are  now the concern and responsib ility not only *
of th e Vietnamese , n ot only of Fra nce  or the  United  States, hut  of  th e ent ire free 
world, of liberty-loving people everyw here. Real izing  the urgency of American 
ini tia tive at  th is crit ica l hour, we ca ll upon our government to be unsparing in its 
effor ts to rally the gre ate st suppor t of the  Vietnamese people and secure the  
broadest  collective int ern ational action  for  assuring the full nationa l independ
ence of Indo-China and  hal ting the  tide  of Communist conquest. Tow ards  thus 
furth eri ng  th e cause  o f world  peace and freedom, we sugges t action by our gov
ernm ent along the  following lines :

(1) In view of the  fac t that , af te r the UN repelled  Communist aggression  
in Korea, massive mi lita ry suppor t was rushed  by the  Moscow-Peiping Axis 
from the  Korean fro nt to their Vietminh puppets , there should  immediately  he 
convoked a Special Session of the  UN General Assembly to mobilize maximum 
world  suppor t for ending the wa r in Indo-China. safe gua rdin g its nat ional 
independence and terr ito ria l int egr ity  and helping its reconstruc tion.

(2) At thi s Special Session of the  UN General Assembly, the  US represent a
tives  should ins ist on ful l appl icat ion of the  principle of free  elections in Indo- 
China—jus t as firmly as our government has  insisted  on its genuine  application 
in re lation to Korea a nd Germany.

(3) With in the  provis ions of the  UN Ch art er for  regional defense organiza 
tions, our government should  seek to build a Pacific Alliance for  Peace and Fre e
dom which would include a ll freedom-loving peoples willing to join it.

14) America should likew ise encourage and ass ist the  free  nations  of Asia 
not yet read y to join the aforementioned allia nce to develop their own effective 
resis tanc e to Communist subversion  of their democratic ins titu tions and  to orga
nize uni ted action  to prevent Moscow-Peiping aggression again st the ir nat ional 
independence and te ritor ial  in tegrity .

(5) Tow ards  implementing the  complete nat ional sovere ignty  of the  Viet
namese and towards  prov ing th at  democracy and not Communism can help
them meet their  needs, the US and its democratic  allies should give a practica l g
demonst ration of thei r sincere int ere st in the  economic as well as  politica l 
advancem ent of the people by  tra ns ferri ng  th e foreign  investme nt in Indo-China 
(about  $300,000,000) to the  Vietnamese people as aid to the  recon struc tion 
of their war-ravaged  land.  Until such time as a democratica lly-elected nat ional 
government ha s been establish ed, this tra nsfer red  inte res t should be held in trus t <
and adminis tered by an Inter na tio na l Commission represen ting  Pak ista n, Thai
land.  Burm a. Ind ia, and the  Phil lipines for  the  purpose  of improving the work 
ing and liv ing conditions of the people of Indo-China.

(6) Congress should gr an t Pre sident  Eisen hower standby  autho rity  to take 
all measures he may require  for helping to tra in  a Vietnam National  Army and 
build a Pacific Alliance  for Peace and Freedom strong enough to hasten the end 
of  the wa r in Indo-China, ass ure  its  nat ional independence, and protect the  free  
nations  of Asia again st fu rthe r imper iali st aggress ion and  expansion by the 
Moscow-Peiping Axis. In  this  connection we emphasize that  a strong united front 
of the  democracies—dem onstrated in immediate  positive steps for  collective  ac
tion—would serve to improve  th e prospects of making  th e Soviet bloc less in tra n
sigent and thereby increas e the  likelihood of reaso nable  armistic e terms.  The 
policy of  postponing until af te r the Geneva conclave, steps  for att ain ing  such col
lective action by the democracies only serves to encourage Soviet aggress ion and 
ut ter ly unacceptab le arm isti ce term s in Indo-China. The gre at task of the peace-
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ful and freedom-loving nations is, therefore, to mobilize military  strength and 
insure the strongest res istance during the  Geneva negotiations and not a fterw ard 
when a reasonable negotiated settlement would no longer be possible because of 
allied weakness and disunity. We must not lose sight of the fact  that,  given the 
present disar ray in the democratic camp, the Communists are taking while the 
conferees are talking history  provides an overwhelming proof tha t in dealing 
with tota litar ian aggression—whether it be Nazi or Communist—democratic 
weakness and wavering breed war while democratic streng th and united action 
blocks war. Fea r of displacing the Communist warlords during the Geneva 
Conference can lead only to disastrous appeasement, tha t is, to aggravating  still  
more gravely the danger of a world conflagration.

(7) Finally, we appeal to our government to impress strongly upon France 
and Britain  the urgency of learning  from the costly experience in Indo-China. Let 
our allies ac t now to break with their colonialist policies and practices—especially 
in Egypt, Morocco, and Tunisia—before the Communist agents of Soviet impe
rialism come into these crucial areas in full force to disto rt and destroy the 
national and democratic aspira tions of these peoples. Once these peoples have 
gained their  full national independence, equality and democracy, they will have 
something really worthwhile to fight for and become our loyal allies in preventing 
another world war, preserving peace, and promoting freedom and social and 
economic progress.

Ame ric an  I nst it ut e for F ree Labor Deve lop ment Corporate, F ou ndation , and 
I ndivid ual  Cont ributo rs 196 2-6 8

W. R. Grace & Company
Rockefeller Brothers Fund
International Telephone and Telegraph 
Pan American World Airways 
The United Corporation 
David Rockefeller
Kennecott Copper Corporation 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey 
Koppers Company
Gillette
Shell Petroleum
Crown Zellerbach
The Anaconda Company
ACFE (Venezuela)
King Ranch
Sterling Drug, Inc.
General Foods Corporation
Loeb Rhoades & Company
National Biscuit Company
Owens-Illinois Glass
Union Carbide Corporation
Ebasco Industrie s
Reader’s Digest
Monsanto
Southern Peru Copper Corporation 
Merck
Pfizer International
Otis Elevator Company
Industria s Kaiser  Argentina 
American Cyanamid 
Fir st National City Bank 
International Paper  Company 
Mobil Oil Company 
Standard Fru it Company 
American Telephone & Telegraph 
Corn Products 
Council for Latin America 
Johnson & Johnson 
St. Regis Paper Company 
American Can Company

Brazilian Light & Power
Fir st National Bank of Boston 
United Frui t Company 
Anglo-Lautaro Nitra te Corporation 
IBM World Trade Corporation 
International Basic Economy Corpo

ration 
Sinclair Oil 
Max Ascoli Fund Inc.
International Mining Corporation 
Carrie r Corporation 
Coca-Cola Export Corporation 
Container Corporation of America 
Stauffer Chemical Company 
American-Standard 
International Packers 
Olin
Standard Oil of California
Warner-Lambert
Corning Glass
Eli Lilly & Company
J. Henry Schroeder Banking Corpora

tion
United Shoe Machinery
Celanese Corporation
Bacardi Corporation
Schering Foundation
Bankers Trus t Company
Bristol Myers
Chase Manhattan  Bank
Kimberly-Clark
Upjohn Company
Insurance Company of North America 
3M Company
American International Oil Company
Combustion Engineering
Sheraton Corporation of America
Chemetron Corporation
Motion Picture Association of America
Deltec
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Th e C hairma n. T ha nk  you, Mr . Meany.

REGIONAL LABOR IN ST IT UT ES  OPERATED BY AF L-CI O

For  t he  record , I th in k inasmuch  as a numb er of  the  m embers may  
not hav e r eviewed  the  s itu at ion,  I  w an t to make a s ho rt des cription  o f 
these ac tivitie s. T he  AF L-C LO  opera tes  thre e re gio nal  lab or  ins titute s, 
Am erican  In st itut e fo r Fr ee  La bo r Dev elopment , th e A IF LD , whi ch 
was r efer red to in  Mr.  Meany ’s sta te m en t; the  Af ric an  Am erican  La bor 
Cente r, re ferre d to as A A L C ; and t he  Asia n A me rican Free L abor  I n 
sti tu te , the A A FL I.

Th e A IF LD , ser vin g Lat in  Am erica,  is t he  oldest  of  t he  insti tut es , 
ha ving  been fou nded in 1961. The othe r two  date  f rom  1965 a nd  1968, 
resp ectively . Al l three rece ive more th an  90 p erc en t of  t he ir  financial 
su pp or t fro m t he  A ID  agen cy.

To ta l for eig n aid  ob lig ati on s th ro ug h fiscal ye ar  1969 fo r these in 
sti tu tes amounts  t o $33 m illi on  approx im ate ly,  w ith  the  A IF LD  ha v
ing received th e lio n’s share  of about $28 million.

For fiscal year  1970 the  A ID  repo rts  th at  th e A IF L D  will  receive 
$5.8 mill ion , the A AL C $1.5 mil lion, a nd  th e A A FL I $800,000, to ta lin g 
$8.1 mil lion . These figu res  a re fa ir ly  f irm as o f now, and wi th the  pos
sib ili ty  th at  the y may be inc reased  as mu ch as $2 m illion.

More th an  70 perce nt of  th e to ta l A ID  fund s fo r lab or  program s 
are  channe led  throug h t hese A FL -C IO  opera tions.

The in sti tu tes spe nd the se fund s on lab or  tr ai ni ng  p rog ram s, as h as 
been described, and  on va rio us  ot he r a ctivit ies , and  M r. George Meany 
is the pres ide nt of each of  these ins titute s. Al l th ree A FL-C IO  in 
sti tu tes o perat e u nd er  technic al ass istance  co ntr ac ts wi th AI D.

SUBCONTRACTORS

Be gin nin g in Ju ne  1968 A ID  officials gav e approv al to the A FL- 
CI O s  requ est th at  th e inst itu tes be pe rm itt ed  t o subcon tra ct wi th in 
div idu al A FL -C IO  affil iated unions . Al thou gh  A ID  pro vides the  
fund s fo r these subcon tra cts  the subcon tra ctu al arr an ge me nts  st ip u
la te d;  and  I  quote, “I t  is understood th at  the in st itut e”—A IF L D  in 
th is  case—“sta nds in th e place of  A ID  in  rel ati on  to  the  sub contrac
tor s, Com municatio ns W orke rs  o f Am erica. ” T he  sub contract ors  pe r
form  a va rie ty of  tas ks  inclu din g union  organiz ing , worke r edu ca
tion, a nd  basic researc h.

AID  to da te has pro vid ed  abo ut $1.5 million fo r these sub con trac ts. 
Th e amoun t of  fund s to  be pro vid ed  fo r fiscal ye ar  1970 has  n ot been 
decided bu t will  prob ab ly be i n the neighborho od of  $2 mill ion.

Th ere  a re many r ep or ts  to  th e effect th at  these unio n sub contractors  
form erl y received fu nd in g th ro ug h CI A-sup po rte d fou ndations. The 
two  subcon tra cto rs mos t fre qu en tly  mentio ned  in  th is  re g ir d  are  the  
In tern at iona l Fe de ra tio n of  Pe tro leu m & Ch emical  Worke rs and the  
Re ta il Cle rks  In te rn at io na l Associatio n.

LABOR ADVISORY COMM ITT EE ON FOR EIG N ASSISTA NCE

The La bor Ad visory Com mit tee  on Fo re ign Ass ista nce  is an ex- 
officio pr iva te  sec tor  grou p chair ed  by Mr.  George Meany. I t was es-
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tablished in late 1961 as a result of some informal talks between the late 
President Kennedy, Mr. Ar thu r Goldberg, then Secretary  of Labor,  
and Mr. George Meany. According to the D epartm ent of State  and I 
quote, “The function of this committee is to meet regularly  with 
officials of AID, the  Departm ent of Sta te and the Department  of Labor 
for the express purpose  of interchanging ideas of method, manner, and 
scope of international labor programs. . . . ”

The minutes of the committee’s meetings make it clear tha t discus
sion is not limited to in ternat ional labor affairs. Foreign policy issues 
in general, of course, a re also reviewed. Although the minutes do not  
carry a security classification, the A ID requests that they not be made 
public as a whole.

IS  IN V EST M E N T  OF FU N D S JU S T IF IE D ?

The question, of course, at issue here is, whether or not the invest
ment of this size of these funds is justified, and whether it is in the  
public interes t to continue this kind of program, and this was the 
question which was raised in the  former hear ing with the Secretary  of 
State.

The former report, which Mr. Meany re ferred to in his own s tate
ment, prepared by the staff of the subcommittee on Latin America is, 
of course, available and Mr. Meany takes exception to it, and also 
available is the full report of th e GAO.

AL LE GE D A F F IL IA T IO N  W IT H  T H E  CIA

Mr. Meany, in one of the matters which came to my at tention ear lier 
this year, the re was a tw o-par t series appearing  in the St. Louis Post  
Dispatch on April 13 and 14 of this  year writ ten by, I  believe, the head 
of thei r Washington Bureau and certainly  one of  the most talen ted 
and experienced reporte rs in the business, Mr. Richard Dudman. F rom 
these two articles some of this  material has been taken, and I quo te:

“The Agency for Internatio nal Development has picked up  the tab 
for some of the ‘CIA  orphans,’ the overseas programs tha t used to be 
financed secretly by the Central  Intelligence Agency.

“The new conduits, taking the place of the mysterious foundations 
tha t t ransmitted the CIA money, are a group of regional labor inst i
tutes financed mainly by AID  and operated bv AFL -CIO.”

Would you comment upon Mr. Dudman’s observations?
Mr. Meant. Well, let me say at the outset, t ha t the AF L-CIO has 

never received any money in any form from the CIA. This  is an ac
cusation which had been made by certain representatives of certain 
unions, widespread around the world. I t has never been established as 
being true, and I can say to you categorically now th at it is not true 
and under no circumstances have we ever received or solicited any 
money from the CIA. We do no t spend CIA money.

The Chairman. These articles do not say that the A FL C IO  re
ceived it.

Mr. Meany. What  is that ?
The Chairman. They do not say the AF L-CIO received it. The 

AF L-C IO did not receive the money we were speaking of a moment 
ago. It  goes to AID.
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Mr. Meant. Let  me state these unions you mentioned have stated 
just  as categorically as T do they did not and do not receive CIA 
money.

The Chairman. The po’nt of this article is tha t some of the ac
tivities  carried on in the foreign field, formerly  financed by the CIA, 
have now been picked up by the AID , through its financing of the 
AIF LD . Is tha t true  or not true, the  charge is not tha t the C IA gave 
any money to the AFL-C IO?

Mr. Meany. I t is true tha t the unions which you refer  to and which 
are involved in this million and a h alf  dollar subcontract—that these 
are carried out by organizations  tha t are members of the AFI j-CIO 
and under the direction of the AIFLD. Tha t is true. But  it is not 
true tha t this was picked up, as this  write r says, to take the place 
of moneys that  were formerly channeled into this area by the CIA. 
As far  as we are concerned that is not true.

The Chairman. I  would pu t. in order tha t the record be clear, both 
articles, from the St. Louis Post Dispatch into the record at this 
point.

(The articles referred to follow:)
[From the St. Louis Post -Dispatch,  Apr. 13, 1969]

AID Funds For CIA Projects

(By Richard  Dudman. Chief Washing ton Correspondent of the  Post -Dispatch)
Washington, April 12—The Agency fo r International Development lias picked 

up the  tab for some of the “CIA o rphans ,” the  overseas  programs th at  used to be 
financed sec retly  by the  Cen tral  Intelligence  Agency.

The new conduits, taking the place of the mysterious foun datio ns that  tra ns 
mitted the  CIA money, are  a group  of regional  labor ins titu tes  financed mainly  
by AID and opera ted by th e AFL-CIO.

As a result,  United States Government funds continue to flow into  such int er
nationa l labo r ente rprises as  developing an oil workers ’ federat ion in Japan,  
financing a re tai l clerks’ union office in Peru and  buying membership buttons  for 
a lab or union in The Congo.

Technically, the re is no secret about the  new financ ial arrangemen t. Although 
there has  been no voluntary explanation , eith er to Congress or to the public, 
officials re adily answer  questions abo ut it in the gre ate st detai l. They plan  also 
to describe  the setup in presenting the  new AID fund request next month to 
Congress.

HID DEN  SU B SID IE S BA NN ED

The change app arently  grew out  of President  Lyndon B. Johnson’s order of 
March 29. 1967, prohibiting any fu rthe r hidden  subsidies to private volu ntary 
organ izations. He promised to give serio us cons ideration  to a proposal that  the 
Federal  Government develop and  esta blish “a public -priva te mechanism to pro
vide public fund s openly for  over seas  act ivit ies of organiza tions which are  ad
judged deserving, in the  national  intere st, or publ ic sup por t.”

A panel  headed by form er Secre tary  of Sta te Dean Rusk recommended stop
gap ass ista nce  for a few such organizat ions las t May, but  lef t the question of 
perman ent financing to the  new Adm inist ratio n.

Fina ncing of the int ern ational labo r programs through  the  AFL-CIO outle ts 
with  AID  fund s apparent ly is  pa rt of th at  stopgap plan .

This  program, begun in 1968 w ith  a litt le more tha n $1,000,000 annua lly, was 
planned in meetings of AID and  AFL-CIO officers held ea rli er  las t year.

Ernest S. Lee. ass istant director of the AFL-CIO ’s Department of' In terna
tional Affairs,  made a form al projaisal  in a let ter  May 15, 1968, to Rutherford  
M. Poats, depu ty ad minis tra tor  of AID.

Lee i s a  son-in-law of George Meany, pres iden t of the AFL-CIO, and  ass ista nt 
to Jay Lovestone, who helped labor unions  spend CIA money in the  cold war  
riva lry af te r World War  II  and  who still  rule s the  labo r federa tion's int er
nat ional a ctivities.
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Lee asked  AID to provide $1,300,000 by expanding exi sting con tracts  with the  
Amer ican In sti tu te  for Fre e Labor Development (AIFLD ), the  Afric an-Ameri
can Labor  Center (AACL) and the  Asian-American Free Labor In st itu te  
(AA FLI).

AIFLD, founded in 1962, alre ady  has  received $23,000,000 from AID to sup
por t organiza tional and polit ical activities, construction of workers’ housing 
and other prog rams throug h most of La tin  America . I t received more  than  
$8,(MX),000 las t ye ar alone.

The two newer  organiz ations do s imilar work in Africa and Asia, respec tively. 
AALC and AAFLI each  received about $1,000,000 for  reg ula r programs.

The executive director of AALC, the  ins titute  work ing in Africa, is Irv ing
* Brown, who developed a close rela tion ship with Vice Pre sident  Hu bert H. 

Humphrey and  who worked as Lovestone’s agent af te r World Wa r II  to set  up 
unions in Germany, France  and Ita ly  as rivals  for  Communis t-dominated  
unions.

Lee’s plan, which  even tually was adopted, was  th at  AID would  use the  three
• ins titu tes  as “ins trume nts  to provide  financial suppor t to American labo r or 

ganizat ions” in developing and strengthen ing free  trade  unions  throug hou t the  
world.

SCH EDU LE OF SUBCONTRACTS

His  proposed  schedule of subcon trac ts called for  $300,000 each to be funn eled  
into the Retail  Clerks International Association, the  Intern ational Fed era tion of 
Petroleum and  Chemical Workers and the Communications Workers  of America 
and $100,000 into  the  Brotherhood of Railway  Clerks.  All are American  labo r 
unions as he described them.

Lee proposed th at  an add itional $200,000 be routed thro ugh  the  insti tut es  di
rectly  to groups of unions overseas, withou t reference to any American  unions.  
Those groups were the  Clothing and Textile work ers unions, En ter tai nm ent 
Workers Unions and Food, Drink and Pla nta tion Workers  Unions. An addi tional  
$100,000 was requ ested for  adminis tra tive and  supe rvisory travel.

As the financing has  developed, cer tain readjustm ent s have been made  and 
the current  to tal  th rough next June is $1,245,000.

AAFLI has  been slow get ting  sta rted. Aside from its  work in South Viet
nam, where it  suppor ts the  Vietnamese Confederation  of Labor , it  has only 
subm itted  a $425,000 proposal , yet  to be approved, for  the  Philippines .

The pa tte rn  of financing follows closely a plan  proposed and act ua lly  ap
plied for a sho rt time to suppor t overseas work  by the  American Newspaper 
Guild, which also  had been financed by the  CIA until  a flurry of exposures two 
years ago.

When the  CIA’s role was revealed, the  Guild could get no sat isfactor y an
swers from the  founda tions tha t had been su pporting i ts overseas work and which 
were reported to be conduits for  CIA money—the Grana ry Fund,  the  Andrew 
Hamilton  Fun d, the  Chesapeake Foundat ion,  the  B road high Found atio n and  the  
Warden T rus t.

The Guild ’s board , decl aring th at  thi s left a shadow over its  int ern ational 
affa irs prog ram, direc ted its  officers to sever  all  connection with the  funds.

In an effor t to keep up the program, the  guild  obtained a tem porary gra nt 
from AFL-CIO  emergency funds and add itio nal  assi stance from AIFL D. Meany 
at one poin t told the  Guild officers th at  permanen t financing could best  be 
obtained from  AID through  AIFLD, AALC and  a th ird  regional insti tu te  soon 
to  be crea ted.  This was AAFLI, the third  insti tut e now being used  for  the 
pass- through financing of the  other union  prog rams overseas.

But  per manen t arrang ements for  the  guild  neve r developed. Its officers were 
told th at  funds were being cur tai led  and  nothing would be ava ilable  for  the 
Guild. Some of them concluded th at  their independence of Lovestone and of offi
cial United Sta tes  policies made them unacceptable  for Government subsidy.

“The Guild  ju st  didn ’t fit the  mold,” one officer said. “I t was  more concerned 
with wage s and  hours and  conditions of employes and  less concerned with  
polit ical int rigue.”

The Gui ld’s overseas program, which includ ed seminars f or  foreign jou rna lis ts 
and union organizing act ivit ies,  has since been d isman tled.

When the  disclosures of two years ago ripped the  cover off the secret CIA 
subsid ies o f the American people-to-people diplomacy, t he  wor ld suddenly  learn ed 
th at  many  of the  publications, orches tra tou rs,  magazines, int ern ational confer
ences and  workers ’ forums actual ly had been made possible by Government



26

undercover funds. President Johnson chose to order an end to secret financing rat he r than  looking for new secret conduits.
Authorities  differ over the further questions of whether  voluntary organizations can function effectively with any Government subsidy, covert or overt. Pa r

ticularly in the case of unions, there are  those who believe both credibility and integr ity suffer. They point out tha t AIFLD has slavishly followed U.S. policy 
on such issues as the U.S. intervention in the Dominican Republic, where many 
local unionists and even many Peace Corps volunteers were bitterly  opposed to U.S. policy.

The prosubsidy argument, of course is tha t adequate funds are not available elsewhere. If  the Government does not pay the bill no one will.

[From the St. Lo uis  Post-Dispa tch. , Apr . 14, 1969]

Channel  to Overseas Labor
A(By Richard Dudman, Chief Washington Correspondent of the Post-Dispatch)

Washington , April 14.—President Richard M. Nixon is accepting a formula, 
set up under the previous Democratic Administra tion, for using the AFL-CIO as the Government’s chief channel for labor activities overseas.

In addition to taking  advantage of a world-wide network of agents and organizers, the Republican President  is also picking up some problems.
There was an atmosphere of doubt and apprehension when George Meany, presiden t of the AFL-CIO, called the Labor Advisory Committee on Foreign 

Assistance to order la st November 12, the  week a fte r the Republican victory.
He boasted about the achievements of the American Ins titu te of Free Labor 

Development (AIFLD), of which he is president. He cited its efforts in education, housing and other programs. He said that the AFL-CIO planned to continue 
those efforts in any case, but would prefer to have continued co-operation from 
the United States Government, meaning that  he wanted the United States to continue paying 90 per cent of the bill.

Joseph A. Beirne, president of the Communications Workers of America, and 
AIFLD’s secretary-treasurer, called for the committee to indorse the “uniquely successful activit ies” of AIFLD and the AFL-CIO’s two other  regional inst itutes, 
the African-American Labor Center (AALC) and the Asian-American Free Labor Ins titu te (AAFLI).

Beirne recalled that, although AIFLD was not organized until 1962, it had received “significant impetus” from the Eisenhower Administration when Robert B. Murphy, then under secretary  of st ate, backed a precursor and provided for
eign a id funds for a trade  union train ing course sponsored by the Communications Workers.

Under the Democrats, the United States put $23,000,(XX) into AIFLD and an additiona l $1,000,000 each into AALC and AAFLI. The Government also had ar 
ranged quietly to channel $1,250,000 more through the three  in stitu tes into over- iseas labor union activities, picking up in part  the  old Centra l Intelligence Agency secret subsidies that were uncovered and suspended two years ago.

By the time the labor advisory committee met aga in on March 10, much of the 
doubt had been dispelled. George P. Delaney, the State  Department’s international labor affai rs co-ordinator, reported tha t the new administ rator  of the *Agency for International Development, John A. Hannah,  had a favorable attitude 
toward labor’s programs and tha t labor would have a “friend in court” in the 
Nixon Administration. Meany observed tha t he knew Hannah  personnally and would enjoy working with him again.

Members of the committee learned fur the r tha t President Nixon had written to AIFLD’s board chairman, J. Pete r Grace, president  of W. R. Grace & Co., 
tha t he was much interested in A IFLD’s work and looked forward to continued co-operation toward common goals.

Gerard P. O’Keefe, acting director of AAFLI, said jokingly tha t afte r hear 
ing about  Mr. Nixon’s in teres t in  AIFLD and AALC, AAFLI, as “number three” would have to try  harder to at tra ct  his attent ion toward Asia.

The group took note of some of the problems tha t confronted the government subsidized overseas labor activity.
Indonesia and Venezuela both had decided to throw the subsidized program 

out entirely, apparently with the concurrence of the United States embassies in the two countries.
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Relations with Peru were heading for a climax in which it appeared tha t 
the United States  w’ould have to cut off all economic aid in retal iation  against 
the seizure of properties of the Standard  Oil Co. of New Jersey. A legal opinion 
had held tha t AIFLD’s subsidized program would have to be suspended along 
with the rest. As things turned  out, the crisis eased and the aid continued.

In the view of some foreign affairs specialists in and out of government, more 
serious problems grow out of the close relationship of insti tutes  to the United 
States Government. Thus, AIFLD supported United States  military in tervention 
in the Dominican Republic and helped overthrow the government of President 
Joao Goulart in Brazil, opening the way for the present  military dictatorship.

In Colombia AIFLD insisted on applying its own s trict  standards  to a work
ers’ housing project tha t it built and would not admit any applicant tha t is

* considered to be a Communist.
Ambassadors frequently complain that they have little  or no control over the 

operations of the th ree inst itutes and tha t the insti tutes insist on complete jur is
diction for all United States operations  in the labor field. Liaison between 
the insti tutes  and the Government is through the office of Jay  Lovestone, the

* AFL-CIO’s director of inte rnational  affairs, w’ho has a substantia l veto over 
selection of embassy labor attaches .

The relationship sometimes is a convenient one for the government. The labor 
advisory committee heard approvingly tha t a strike against  an American firm 
in Vietnam should be settled in a few days in view of the excellent relationship 
between the Vietnamese labor confederation and the Saigon government. The 
confederation, in turn, received financial help from the United States through 
AAFLI.

Tha t relationship may have helped keep the war going without interruption,  
but it hardly was a sign of independent union activity tha t can win the respect 
of independent nationalis ts.

REGIONAL ACTIVITIES IN  INDONESIA AND VENEZUELA

The Chairman. There are several excerpts from these art icles that  
are relevant to statements made by Mr. Meany in his principal 
presentation.

For example, it says “The group (Labor  Advisory  Committee on 
Foreign Assistance) took note of some of the problems that con
fronted the Government-subsidized overseas labor activity.” It  con
tinues, “Indonesia and Venezuela both had decided to  throw the subsi
dized program out entirely, apparently with the concurrence of the 
U.S. embassies in the two countries.”

Is it true  th at these activities were stopped in Indonesia  and Vene
zuela or not ?

* Mr. Meany. The activities were not started in Indonesia. We in
tended to establish the office of the Asian Ins titu te in Indonesia, 
but we never started there  because the Government position was they 
did not want outsiders  in thei r country  operat ing this sort of thing.

» Inso far as Venezuela is concerned th is is not true. As I mentioned
in my testimony, we are now build ing a large workers’ housing project 
in Venezuela which is now going on. The first drawdown of the m ort
gage money of $2,800,000 of American trad e union money was only 
taken ju st a short time back. This is a $6 million loan. So we are operat
ing in Venezuela as well as all of the other Latin American countries 
except Haiti , Paraguay, and Cuba.

We wanted to establish our Asian Ins titu te office in Indonesia, and 
the Indonesian Government said that they did not want an outside 
organizat ion so we never have had any projects in Indonesia of the 
AA FLI .

The Chairman. I n an official repo rt to the committee da ted Ju ly 8, 
1969, from the Department of State,  there is th is passage:
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According to the lat es t avai lable info rma tion  the  program is being phased out 
as of June  30, 1969, unless a reversal is decided upon. The Caracas evaluation 
st a te s: “The Mission and Desk feel the re is no need for AIFLD staff af te r Janu 
ary  1969, and  recommended th at  the  prog ram director position be lef t vaca nt 
and th at  the AIFLD office be closed. This  is based  on possib ilities of AIFL D 
polit ical involvement which  has  alr ead y cau sed some ta lk .”

Tha t is not a staff repo rt: that  is the official repo rt from the 
Department of State.

Mr. Meany. Well, I don't know what the background of tha t is. I  
do know we have been operating in Venezuela, and I do know that  
we are opera ting with the cooperation of al l the free unions in Vene
zuela. Of course, there a re rival groups jus t as there are in the United 
States, but  we have nothing to do wi th thei r inte rnal politics. We oper
ate with any free union, we brin g students up from all these unions 
concerned, we can show th is in the record, and whatever we offer one 
group in the way of assistance in housing or cooperatives or estab
lishing any sort of credit unions we offer the other groups.

The Chairman. Mr. Meany, it is difficult for me to follow whether 
you are talk ing about w hat the AF L-C IO is doing or the AIFLD.

Mr. Meany. I am talking about what the AIFLD is doing.
The Chairman. Well, according to the proposal for 1970 for  Vene

zuela there is nothing  proposed in the way of funds for tha t program 
in fiscal year 1970 which concerns-----

Mr. Meany. That could be, but I am saying to you we have been 
working there for some years, and if the political situation is such 
tha t the State Depar tment  feels tha t we should not work there that  
is perfectly all righ t with us. B ut we are working there now, and we 
are engaged in building a large housing project at this very moment 
with American trade union money. Now, what next year brings, if 
the s ituation  in  Venezuela is political ly explosive, and I am sure that  
all the unions are deeply involved with various political parties, per
haps the State Department feels tha t under these circumstances there 
should not be any more operations there, tha t is thei r decision and 
tha t is all righ t with us. B ut they have not conveyed tha t decision to 
us as far as I know as of today.

TRAININ G OF BRAZILIAN TRADE UNIO NISTS

The Chairman. Mr. Meany, do you know Air. W illiam Doherty?
Mr. Meany. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. Is he director of the Social Pro jects Department ?
Mr. Meany. Yes, he was. Todav he is the executive director of the 

AIF LD.
The Chairman. In a panel discussion on Jul y 12, 1964, on the 

Mutual Broadcasting System the following exchange took place be
tween Air. H. Conn, the editor of Press Associations, Inc., and Air. 
Doherty, then director of the Social Projects Department of the 
American Inst itute for Free Labor  Development, and the adminis
tra tor  of the institute’s entire operation. Air. Conn made this statemen t:

Mr. Doherty, th is may be ju st  a drop in the bucket, but  I know that  there 
has been a number of Brazi lian trade  unionists  who have come up here for 
tra ini ng  classes conducted by the  AIFLD. and I believe there have been some 
schools in Brazil, have  the re not? What has  happened to these  indiv idua ls who 
learned the  techniques and  the prog rams of free  trade  unionism, in recent 
developments?
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Doherty. Well, very frankly, within the limits placed upon them by the 
Administrat ion of Joao Goulart, when they returned to their  respective coun
tries, they were very active in organizing workers, and helping unions introduce 
systems of collective bargaining, and modern concepts of labor-management 
relations. As a matter of fact, some of them were so active tha t they became 
intimately involved in some of the clandestine operations of the revolution before 
it took place on April 1. W hat happened in Brazil on April 1 did not ju st happen— 
it was planned—and planned months in advance. Many of the trade  union 
leaders—some of whom were actually trained in our institute—were involved 
in the revolution, and in the overthrow of the  Goulart regime.

In Brazil itself, we have the Cultural Workers Insti tute,  with headquarter s in 
Sao Paulo. It  has been operating  for some two years under the able leadership 
of both American and Brazi lian trade  union leaders. It  has successfully trained 
more than 12,000 Brazilian  trad e union leaders from all walks of life, and in 
all unions, and they are exercising increasing influence in favor of democratic 
trad e union developments, and in the democratic development of Brazil.

In  effect, Mr. Doherty , is taking p arti al credit for the revolution in 
Brazil which ins tituted one of these milit ary dictatorships which you 
deplored in your statement, isn’t he?

Mr. Meany. Well, I would not say Mr. Doherty has  taken any credit 
in th at statement. I thin k he was answering a question and answering 
it truthful ly. When we grad uate these people and send them back to 
thei r own country we have no guarantee tha t they will not take p ar t in 
some sort o f a movement to change the form of  government, and I  am 
sure they were under very heavy restrictions under the Goula rt setup 
and possibly some of them were part of the  movement to overthrow Mr. 
Goulart, I do not know. We have no way of knowing.

Af ter  all we can’t get any pledge from them tha t they will no t en
gage in politics in the ir own country. Tha t would be completely 
ridiculous.

The Chairman. Well, you may not know bu t Mr. Doherty says he 
knew, he took credit fo r it. He says-----

Mr. Meany. I don’t think he took credit  for  it. He said he knew they 
were part  of it. So perhaps  he did know it. What has tha t got to do 
with the work of the institu te ?

The Chairman. Well, it would indicate th at  the institute undertakes 
to train  revolutionary-----

Mr. Meany. Oh, no, no ; that  is completely wrong.
The Chairman. To participate.
Mr. Meany. The insti tute is certain ly not try ing  to tra in revolu

tionaries. We can show you the curriculum, we can show you the people 
from the academic world who pa rticipate  in our work.

However, it is not su rprising tha t a person who would be interested 
in a trade union would be also interested in establishing some kind of 
a free government in his own country. But  we have no control over 
that.  We cannot tell these people tha t they must not be politica lly 
active. That is enti rely up to  themselves. Al l we want to do is to give 
them a cer tain amount of knowledge as to how our economy operates 
in this country, and how our trade union operates  with the hope that 
they will be able to use tha t knowledge to advance the society and the  
conditions of the workers in the society where they live. Now, if they 
want to engage in o ther outside political activities, Mr. Chairman, we 
have got no way of guaran teeing they won’t do that.

33-948— 61 3
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IM PL IC ATI ON TH AT  AITL D ENGAGED IN  TR AI NI NG  REVOLUTION ARIE S

The Chairman. Are you familiar  with tha t article in the Reader's 
Digest—called, “Labor’s New Weapon for Democracy,” by Eugene 
Methvin ?

Mr. Meant. No.
The Chairman. You are not famil iar with it  ?
Mr. Meant. No; I  cannot keep track  of them all any more than  you 

can keep track of the people who comment on the work of this commit
tee. I  mean I cannot keep track  of that . I am fami liar with the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch  business.

The Chairman. Well, the implications are quite  clear in the article 
that the AIFL D is engaged in train ing, you might  say, counter- 
revolutionists.

Mr. Meant. Th at is jus t not so, Mr. Chairman,  and we can prove 
tha t t ha t is not so. We have got our whole curriculum here, we have 
got the people. Of course, if you strain  hard enough to find implica
tions you can find them, I suppose.

The Chairman. Well, the article  speaks for itself. I will put it in 
the record, perhaps the author may not be reliable. I really don’t 
know whether Mr. Methvin-----

Mr. Meant. I do not know whether he is reliable or not. I know he is 
no friend of mine.

(The article refe rred to follows:)
[R ep ri n t fro m th e  R ea de r’s Diges t, Octob er  1966]

L abor’s New  W eapon F or Democracy

(By Eugene H. Methvin)
While he was attending an International Labor Union convention in Peru in 

1958, Joseph A. Beirne, president  of the Communications Workers of America 
(CWA), was appalled by the abject poverty he saw everywhere. After watching 
a six-year-old child hungrily devour a fistful of roots he had jus t snatched from 
a grazing llama, Beirne resolved to do something about it. Winging homeward 
over the Andes, he asked himself, “What can American unions do to help?

It  was clear to Joe Beirne that most of Latin America’s 14 million organized 
workers needed help—collective bargaining was unknown in many ind ust ries ; 
working conditions were set by parliaments, and unions traditionally  sought thei r 
raises by rioting and creating widespread chaos a t great cost to general living 
standards. There were few trained , full-time union organizers, and democratic 
grievance procedures, the backbone of U.S. unionism, were virtua lly unknown. 
“The least we can do is help these people share the benefits of our own experi
ence,” Beirne decided.

From this resolve has  grown the American Insti tute  for Free Labor Develop
ment, an AFL-CIO worker-to-worker educational effort which today, although 
only four years old, is promoting democratic union methods, economic growth and 
political reform throughout Latin America. With headquarters  in Washington, 
AIFLD presently operates a full-time training school in Virginia, plus 11 trade- 
union education centers in Latin  capitals  serving 9 countries. More than 49,000 
Latin union members have at tended  the field programs, and 500 of the most out
standing graduates have taken the three-month advanced course in the United 
States. AIFLD has helped Latin  unionists to build housing cooperatives and to 
star t credit unions, worker banks, consumer and producer cooperatives, medical 
clinics, a  vocational school, and rural leadership and development programs.

Approach to Big Business. Joe Beirne launched his program on an experimental 
basis in the summer of 1959 by bringing 19 leaders of Latin  unions affiliated with 
the Postal, Telegraph and Telephone International trade-union secre taria t to 
the CWA education center at  Fron t Royal, Va., fo r a three-month study confer-
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ence. Here they were exposed to U.S. trade-union techniques ; then they were 
sent back to thei r own countries for nine months of full-time union service, sup
ported by the CAVA. The results in more collective-bargaining contracts, better 
wages and more dues-paying members were so impressive tha t the AFL-CIO in 
1960 gave Beirne $20,000 to plan a new training insti tute for the labor-education 
needs of all Latin unions.

From the star t, one of the most impor tant things AIFLD had to teach its 
students was how to compete successfully against  communist professionals 
trained behind the Iron Curtain  in “class s truggle” dogma and hate-propaganda 
techniques. One lesson, Beirne believed, would be a solid demonstration of demo
cratic labor-management cooperation. Couldn’t American business be persuaded to 
join in sponsoring the new institu tion?  Some unionists objected: “The commu
nists will only accuse us of being ‘running dogs for the imperial ists.’ ” But AFL- 
CIO president George Meany thought Beirne’s idea had mer it; so he and Beirne 
flew to New York to lay the case before a number of U.S. companies operating in. 
Latin  America.

“Management has as much interest in free unions as we have,” they urged. 
“When Henry Ford offered tha t $5-a-day wage, he was accused of treason. Instead, 
he unleashed buying power that revolutionized American capitalism. We want you 
to help us export t his  mass-marketing revolution through mili tant but democratic 
trade-unionism.”

So persuasive were they tha t today W. R. Grace & Co., the Anaconda Co., Pan 
American World Airways, Inte rnational  Telephone & Telegraph Corp, and 58 
other business concerns contribute to the AIFLD budget. President Kennedy 
sealed the symbolic partnership by ordering fur ther help from foreign-aid funds.

Playing Roles. Classes start ed in 1962 with 40 students, a four-man faculty  and 
a few tables and ch airs in a former store a few blocks from AFL-CIO headquar
ters  in Washington. From the start, the AIFLD drilled its students fa r beyond 
mere textbook study. I sat through several “role-play” sessions with William C. 
Doherty, Jr.,  the get-things-done Irishman who now directs the AIFLD. “Our 
students act ou t problem situa tions so they’ll be ready to handle real union prob
lems when they go home,” Doherty told me.

I watched a Peruv ian campcsino explain to an “obstinate landowner” how 
profit sharing  would give his workers greater interest in increased productivity. 
I heard a young Jamaican dockworker present to “company negotiators” the 
case for an employe-run credit union. Another session rehearsed a meeting of 
auto workers, wherein “Red inf iltrators” were try ing to divert matters to politi
cal ends. “You are  a puppet of Yankee imperalis ts trained in "Washington!” 
shouted planted hecklers at Juan,  the Argentine chairman. “American workers 
are the highest paid in the world under the free enterprise system of class co
operation,” Juan shot back. “And what did you communists learn in Cuba? How 
to reduce living s tand ards  by 15 percent in five years? How to destroy free unions 
and replace them with government bosses and forced labor? I s th at how you plan 
to ‘emancipate the working class’? If  that’s the best you have to offer, take 
your doctrines back to Moscow—or is it Peking you’re taking orders from this 
week ?”

The s tudents not only learn about free unionism in classrooms: they see i t in 
practice. Educational director Sam Haddad arran ges regular field trips. On one 
lie took them to a factory in his old Pennsylvania terri tory  where members of the 
International Ladies Garment Workers Union were packaging shirts.  Each 
woman pressed and folded so rapidly  that  the Latin visitors were amazed. “This 
must be a sweatshop!” they exclaimed. “Why doesn’t the union protest?”

“Because,” said Haddad, “the women get a good basic sa lary but they also get 
a piecework bonus and a share of the company’s profits at  the end of the year. So 
the more they produce, the more they earn .”

A Trip With Justo. To see how the AIFLD spreads trade-union education to 
the remotest corners of the hemisphere, come with Justo Canaviri, a 32-year-old 
Urho Ind ian in Bolivia and a  graduate of the AIFLD resident course in La Paz. 
Justo  leads a four-man team into an isolated village 14.000 feet up on th e high, 
windswept Altiplano. Every day for a week, they gathe r 30 farm workers—mem
bers of the local farm ers’ organization—into a semi-circle on the mountainside 
to demonstrate simple bookkeeping and explain democratic union practices and 
free elections. “Your leaders are your servants,” Justo emphasizes—a principle 
new to these feudal tribesmen. “You elect them to serve your needs and, if you 
don’t like what they do, you can elect new leaders. They are your spokesmen, "but 
not your  bosses.”
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Then, selecting peasant-students to play the roles of chairman and officers, they 
work through a parliamentary session on the ir village’s fa rm economy—berries, 
potatoes, grain, llamas and alpacas. These villagers have been carrying their crops 
by packhorse down the mountain to a middleman with a truck, who pays two 
dollars a  bag, t rucks the crop 60 miles, sells it for $4.50 bag and pockets a profit 
greate r than the campesinos get for growing, picking and packing. Justo shows 
them how they can create a market ing cooperative, increase thei r bargaining 
power and more than double the ir income.

After a week Justo ’s team moves on to another area, lecturing in the native 
Aymara and Quechua dialects. Through field tra ining  courses like these, AIFLD 
has reached 49,000 workers in factories and on farms of Latin America since 
January 1963. *•

For another union breakthrough, come to Paysandu, Uruguay’s second indus
tria l city, where Angel Ruiz Barreta, 27, presides over a 100-man bakery-workers 
local. For many years Paysandu bakeries refused to pay union wages. After learn
ing about cooperative principles in the AIFLD Montevideo center, Angel decided 
to sta rt a worker-owned producers’ cooperative. He and five other  bakers each put *•
up $25 and began baking bread. Today heir co-op owns three bakeries and three 
trucks, employs 25 bakers, has pa id off a $10,000 loan and produces the best bread 
bargain in town.

SPREAD ING “ PEO PLE’S CA PITA LISM ”

Equally  impressive is the way AIFLD is reaching Lat ins through such pioneer
ing efforts as worker banks. Says Doherty, “We Americans enjoy such widespread 
savings and credit institu tions  tha t we can’t imagine what  credit means to a 
Latin worker. He does not dare  enter a bank. The great marble buildings and 
brass doors frighten him. Nor would he be likely to get a loan if he could summon 
the courage to ask. So he borrows from the factory  loan shark who s tands at 
the plant  gate on Monday, advances $5 and gets $10 back on Frid ay.”

To smash this vicious racket, AIFLD graduates and social-projects experts in 
July 1964 created a union alliance in Lima, Peru, to form a savings-and-loan 
association modeled after ones in the United States. Lima workers, knowing their 
own union leaders were on the board of directors, took thei r meager savings 
from stocks, mattresses and tin cans and deposited them in the bank. Today 
more than 300 families live in homes financed by the association, and more new 
homes are on the way. The association employs engineers who help borrowers 
build bette r houses for less money. AIFLD is now organizing or considering 
worker banks in Colombia, Venezuela, Argentina and Nicaragua.
Battl ing the reds

To win time for its reforms to work. AIFLD graduates in some countries 
must wage daily battles against trained communists. In 1963, for instance, Reds 
were gaining control of many of Brazil ’s stra tegic unions. Alarmed by the trend,
Romulo Marinho, secretary of the Brazilian labor federation, went to Washington 
to study a t the AIFLD school, then set up courses throughout Brazil for his own 
Telegraph Workers Union. Constantly, he taught what Red totalitar ianism means, «
how communists infiltra te and control unions, and what must be done to stop 
them. After every class he quietly warned key workers of coming trouble and 
urged them to keep communications going no mat ter what happened.

Then, in April 1964, middle-class and labor groups, backed by democratic army 
leaders, moved to oust fellow-traveling President Jo5o Goulart.1 The communists, „
confident of thei r iron grip, called a general strike, with emphasis upon com
munications workers. But to thei r dismay, the wires kept humming, and the 
army was able to coordinate troop movements tha t ended in the showdown 
bloodlessly. The new military regime promptly appointed four AIFLD graduates 
to clean out the Red-dominated unions and restore democratic processes. Today, 
with the military  rulers clinging to thei r authoritarian powers, the AIFLD- 
trained leaders have broken with them and are seeking a return to democracy.

What  is the futu re of unionism in Latin  America? “The thousands of little  
skirmishes that don’t get in the newspapers will decide this issue,” says AFLr-CIO 
President Meany. “U.S. unions know th at dictatorships of whatever stripe must 
control the means of production. This means labor loses its freedom first. Tha t’s 
why we’re proud, through the AIFLD, to  fight beside our Latin  American brothers 
wherever they struggle to defeat ty ranny and build be tter lives for themselves.”

1 See  “Th e Count ry T hat  Sav ed It se lf ,” th e Re ade r’s Digest, November 1964.
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Says Samuel F. Pryor, Jr., retired  vice president of Pan American World Air
ways, “Never before have labor, business and government joined together  to 
advance the cause of organized labor. The results  have been beyond all 
expectations.”

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it sounds a littl e bit as though  von 
were damning this outfit for being revolutionary and counterrevolu
tionary a t the same time.

[Laughter.]
AID SUPPORT OF AFL-CIO  ACTIVITIES QUESTIONED

The Chairman. Well, the  poin t I am trying to bring out is whether 
this kind of activi ty is really the proper responsibility of the AFL - 
CIO. For  AIT) to support an activity which would appear to be 
engaged in this  kind of counterrevolutionary movement is a very dan
gerous thing, I believe, for the interes ts of th is country, and may get 
us into very great difficulties.

I think today, surely, we all admit afte r the recent experiences of 
the Governor of New York, if the administration did not know 
before tha t our relations in Latin America are in a deplorable state, 
it should now. They are worse than  they have been in my memory. I 
was g reatly  embarrassed by the reception tha t one of our most dis
tinguished Governors and a man who has a long reputation of t ryin g 
to improve relations with Latin America received, with the excep
tion of Haiti . His reception indicates that what we have been doing 
in Lat in America is not the r igh t thing. I do not mean to say that the 
AIFL D is responsible for all of tha t but Mr. Doherty seems to take 
credit for part  of it, a t least, in his statement. I am raising  the question 
whether or not it is a good investment of public moneys to foster 
the kind of ins titutes  which we have fostered to the tune of some $28 
million. That is the question at issue. I am not sure that they are really 
competent to become embroiled in the inte rnal politics of Latin  Ameri
ca where we are having very grave difficulties there.

Mr. Meant. Mr. Chairman, we are not embroiled in the politics of 
Latin American countries, and if you make a deduction that  because 
some students who after graduation  went back to their  own countr ies 
and became involved in revolutionary activities tha t this reflects on 
AIFLD, i t has nothing  to do with AIFLD . We have no way of control
ling these people. We get them recommended from the trade unions, 
they are recommended by Latin  American trade  unionists and people 
from the Lat in American academic community to come up here as 
students, and we tra in them, and we send them back, and we ask 
them to spend their  time, they spend the first 9 months afte r they 
get back, we can be sure of this, they spend the first 9 months  after 
they get back, inst ruct ing other people in our branch institutes in 
Latin America. What they do afte r tha t 9 months is over I cannot 
say but if they join some political party tha t is against  some regime 
in power, I think  it is stretching your imagination  quite a bit if 
you are going to attr ibute that  to what the AIFL D had done while 
they were up here. To me that is just completely ridiculous.

The Chairman. Well, I do not know, I  think what a student does 
afte r he graduates often reflects, if the educational institution is ef
fective at all, what, he has been taught, either th at  or your educat ional 
institution is a tota l failure.
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Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman,  i f what you say is true we would have 
to close all the universities in America.

The Chairman. I do not quite follow that.
Mr. Meant. Well, you say an institu tion tha t train s them has got 

to lie responsible for what they do afte r tha t, tha t is nonsense.
The Chairman. I think, on the whole, the institu tions in America 

can lie proud of what  they do.
Mr. Meany. Just as we are proud of what we are doing in Latin  

America.
The Chairman. Well, I think the relationship there speaks for 

itself. I am not manufac turing it. I think you will have to admit that  
our relations are at a very low ebb a t the moment. I don’t know how 
else you would explain the experiences of Governor Rockefeller who 
I certainly do not believe personally inspired those demonstrations. 
It  is because of thei r at titud e toward our country.

alleged labor support of administration

Xow, with regard  to one other matter you mentioned which you 
seem to feel very strongly about, I want to read from the minutes 
of the 20th meeting, Jan uary 8, 1968, of the Labor Advisory Com
mittee on Foreign Assistance. This took place at the A FL-CIO bui ld
ing here in Washington, D.C. The Labor Advisory Committee has 
Mr. George Meany as its chairman, and, of course, AF L-CIO presi
dent. Mr. John  J . Grogan, I won’t name them all, I  will p ut them all 
in the record, and the Department of State  was represented by Mr. 
William Bundy, Mr. Joseph Palm er and a number of others ; Depart
ment of Labor was represented, and AID  was represented by Mr. 
Gaud, and Mr. Bullitt, and so forth.

I read this to indicate tha t perhaps  some of those suggestions tha t 
I made were not entirely without foundation.

Mr. Meany announced tha t a lett er of intent had been prepared confirming 
agreement between the AFL-CIO and AID for the establishment of the Asian- 
American Free Labor Ins titu te to help the Vietnamese Confederation of Labor 
(CVT). Creation of this new instrumentality was one of the recommendations 
of the recent AFL-CIO Mission to Vietnam tha t included Vice Presidents 
Keeney and Walsh as well as Irving Brown and Phil Delaney. This I think is 
significant. “Mr. Gaud”—who a t that time was the director of AID—“thanked 
Mr. Meany fo r the fine reception he received a t the AFL-CIO Convention and 
described it as  a highly significant meeting. He outlined the problems that AID is 
presently wrestling with in adjus ting its program to conform to the drastical ly 
reduced appropriations granted  by the Congress

So Mr. Gaud was very apprecia tive of the fine reception.
Then later  in the same meeting-----
Mr. Meany. We give everybody good receptions at  our conventions, 

Mr. Chairman , not only Mr. Gaud.
The Chairman. Mentioned late r at the same meeting was Mr. 

William Bundy who, as the Assistant Secretary  of the Fast Asian 
Bureau, was directly responsible in the Department of State for our 
policy in Southeast Asia.

Mr. Bundy outlined in detail the background and implications of United States- 
Cambodian relations tha t surrounded Ambassador Bowles’ visit to t hat  country. 
He analyzed the “peace feelers” that have recently eminated from Hanoi. He



35

thanked  Mr. Meany for the  strong reso lution of sup por t for  U.S. policy in 
Vietnam adopted at  the  AFL-CIO convention and  mentioned th at  a somew hat 
sim ilar  reso lution was  passed by BATU, the  Asian  a ffiliate  o f IFCTU.

Well, I  think  tha t shows a very cordial understanding, and I, there
fore, think  i t is not out of order to say tha t the support of  the A FL - 

CIO was pa rt of the understanding between yourse lf and the 
administra tion.

(The list referred to follows:)
Labor Advisory Committee on Foreign Assistance, Minutes of 20th Meeting, 

J anuary 8, 1968, AFL-CIO  Building, Washington, D.C.
ATTENDANCE

Labor  Advisory Committee:
George Meany, president, AFL-CIO, chairman.
Joh n J. Grogan, pres iden t, Indu str ia l Union of Mar ine & Shipbuilding  

Workers.
P. L. Siemiller, pres iden t, International Associat ion of Mach inists.
Joseph D. Keenan, secretary, Int ern ati onal Brotherhood of Elect rical 

Workers.
William C. Doherty, Jr. , adm inistrato r, American Insti tu te  for Fre e Labor 

Development.
W. A. Boyle, pre side nt, United  Mine Workers of America.
Jay Lovestone, director , Depar tme nt of In ter na tio na l Affairs, AFL-CIO . 
Ernest S. Lee, a ss ist an t di rector, Depar tme nt of Int ern ati onal Affairs, AF L-  

CIO.
Andrew C. McLellan , inter -American  represe ntat ive,  AFL-CIO.
Jesse A. Friedm an,  associate  inter -American representa tive , AFL-CIO. 

Department of S ta te :
Joseph Palm er, secretary, Bureau of Afr ican  Affairs.
William Bundy,  assis tant  secreta ry, Ea st Asia Bureau.
George P. Delaney , Special Assist ant  to  th e Sec reta ry and  D irecto r, Office of 

Labo r Affairs, AID.
Arnold  L. Zempel, Deputy  coordinator  of In ter na tio na l Labor Affairs . 
Alvin M. Rucker , labor  adviser, AFI.
Howard Robinson, labor adviser. EA.
Thomas E. Walsh, adviser, ARA-LA.

Department of Labor:
George L- P W eaver , As sistant Secreta ry for International Affairs.
Hen ry S. Hammond, ARA specialist,  ILAB.

A.I.D .:
Will iam S. Gaud, Administr ator .
Joh n C. Bull itt,  Assist ant  Admin istra tor,  Bureau for East Asia.
Jam es P. Gra nt, Ass istant Adminis trator, Bureau  for  Vietnam.
Robert Smith, Deputy Assist ant  Adm inis trator, Bureau  for  Africa. 
Clifford C. Matlock, Direc tor, EA/TEC H.
Kenneth  J. Kelley. Deputy Director, Office of Labor Affairs.
Edw ard  Wies inger,  Labor Adviser, AF R/I D.
Paul Schuler, Labor Adviser. EA /TEC H.
Harold S. Kaufman, Labor  Adviser, LA /ID.
Roger Burgess, Labo r Adviser,  VN /PEP.
Graham McKelvey, Pro gram Coordinator , O/LAB.

African-Am erican  Lab or Cen ter:  Dean Clowes, deputy direc tor.
The Chairman. I notice Mr. Lovestone’s name appears in  a number 

of places-----
Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, I think you are laboriously try ing  to 

reach a conclusion to just ify your very unjustified remarks  of the 
other day. When you spoke about a payoff-----

The Chairman. About what?
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AFL-CIO  SUPPORT FOR VIETNAM WAR DENIED

Mr. Meany. A payoff, the AF L-CIO being paid off for support.
As I pointed out in my testimony we had a policy on Vietnam in 

1954. Now, who paid us then? Did the Eisenhower administration pay 
us for that sort of support ? Are you saying tha t Bill Gaud thanked 
us fo r the reception and t ha t Bundy thanked us for passing a resolu
tion ? Why, I think t ha t is really stretch ing the imagination  to make 
it appear tha t there is some kind of arrangement by which we are 
paid off to support the administration.

The Chairman. I don’t believe I  used t ha t exact language.
Mr. Meant. Oh, yes; you used the exact language when you said 

this was a payoff for George Meany and AFL-C IO.
The Chairman. I don’t deny the meaning was the same.
Mr. Meany. And I placed it all on the Staa ts lette r afte r I  spoke 

to you on the telephone and I reread the Staats  lette r again and I 
can’t find anything in the Staa ts lette r that  indicates anybody was 
paid off for labor suppor t of the administra tion.

The Chairman. No. The S taats letter simply indicates he could find 
no justification for this expenditu re of funds, tha t is all.

Mr. Meant. No ; he didn’t say. that .
The Chairman. Tha t is all it indicates.
Mr. Meany. No; he didn’t say tha t a t all. He said he couldn’t make 

a judgment as to the relative success of the program from the view
point of U.S. foreign policy.

The Chairman. I  don’t see much difference myself.
Mr. Meant. There is quite a difference. And, however, in the second 

sentence in tha t para graph he indicated a judgment  on the work of 
the A IFL D that  was quite favorable. You didn’t read th at second part  
of the parag raph , Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman. Yes ; I read it, those are your intentions.
The words are always very nice in all these programs. What we 

are interested in is the performance,  and judging from the perform
ance tha t has occurred, the Comptroller General couldn’t make a jud g
ment t ha t the program is justified. But he says the purpose and the 
objective is innovative and imaginative and tha t is beneficial if it could 
be performed without becoming embroiled in the interna l politics 
of these various countries.

You say “laborious.” I t is laborious to read these minutes but I will 
read another  one in any case. These are  minutes from your own meet
ings. These are not my minutes.

Mr. Meant. These are minutes from a meeting of Government and 
labor people.

The Chairman. At which you were chairman.
Mr. Meany. A  committee formed at the suggestion of  the Govern

ment itself and which contains every segment of the State  Dep art
ment, Asia, Africa, suboffices and so fo rth and so on, also the Labor 
Department, so it is not my committee.

The Chairman. You are the chairman of it.
Mr. Meany. I am the chairman of i t ; yes.
The Chairman. It  is the Labor  Advisory Committee on Foreign  

Assistance, and you are the chairman of it.
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Mr. Meant. T hat is right , to advise the U.S. Government, tha t is 
what we were set up for, at thei r request.

The Chairman. I believe your son-in-law, Mr. Ernest Lee is Assist
ant Director of the A FL -C IO ’s Department of In ternational Affairs, 
is he not?

Mr. Meany. Yes; he is.

CLOSE WO RK ING RE LA TION SH IP W IT H  STATE DEPARTME NT CHARGED

The Chairman. And  Mr. Lovestone, he doesn’t name them all, but 
they are there , I  wi ll read p art  of the minutes from another meeting. 
This is the meeting of March 11, 1968:

Chairman Meany reported tha t the Asian-American Free Labor Ins titu te has 
been established as a legal entity and is already functioning in Vietnam. Fernand 
Audie, who will direct the  Vietnam program, has had previous experience work
ing with Asian unions and is now in Saigon accompanied by Irving Brown. 
As a result of a request from Secretary Rusk, the AFL-CIO Executive Council, 
at its recent meeting, voted to contribute $35,000 for emergency relief aid in 
small project equipment to the Vietnamese Federation of Labor. In addition, 
AFL-CIO affiliates are being asked to give financial assistance to the CVT 
in its current relief efforts.

Mr. Meany reported tha t the AFL-CIO has been in consultation with the 
Department of Defense regarding a revised Labor Ordinance for Okinawa 
where the AFL-CIO has appointed an Asian field representative to reside at  
Naha.

But all through th is i t shows very close working conditions between 
the AFL-C IO,  and the Government, and the State  Department.

Late r at this same meeting Mr. Poats  thanked the AFL-C IO for 
the kindness and generosity of its assistance to the CVT in Vietnam. 
AID views the-----

Mr. Meant. You have me blushing.
The Chairman. Well, your activities seem to be a pa rt of the cold 

war or the hot war, both.
Mr. Meany. Our activities in this respect, Mr. Chairman, are pa rt 

of the  activities  of our Government. When we sent $35,000 to Vietnam 
to buy tractors to help the farmers  get their  plan ting in we did tha t 
on the theory t ha t we are helping  the policies of our own Government.

The Chairman. Exactly.
Mr. Meany. When we helped the Vietnamese trade union, which is 

certainly on our side, we feel we are furthering the policy of our own 
Government.

The Chairman. I  have no doubt-----
Mr. Meany. I f you object to  Government people making  these re

quests you had bette r take it up with the State Department, not with 
us. We think  we are doing what good citizens should do to help thei r 
country in these affairs.

REQUEST  FOR PRES EN T ME ET ING

The Chairman. Mr. Meany, I  w’as taking it up with the State  De
partment, not you. You asked fo r this meeting. I  wasn’t taking it up 
with you, I was taking it  up with the State Department-----

Mr. Meant. Mr. Chairman,  let me get the record straight.
The Chairman (continuing).  Objecting to this activity, and I don’t 

think it is your duty  to have to play this independent role in our 
foreign policy.
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Mr. Meant. That  is your opinion.
The Chairman. That is exactly it.
Mr. Meant. But the administ ration, the past  administration, seemed 

to feel we had a pa rt to play.
The Chairman. I agree with that.
Mr. Meant. As far  as my asking for this meeting, I  would like to 

set the record straight. I called you on the telephone Mr. Chair 
man—

The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. Meant. About your statement tha t there was a payoff. That 

is what I  called you about.
The Chairman. Yes, sir.
Mr. Meant. And you said “did  you read the Staa ts’ letter,” and I 

said “why, I  don’t know what it has got to do with this ,” and you 
asked me then did I want to come before the committee and I said 
tha t is not the purpose of  my call. I said the purpose of my call, Mr. 
Chairman, is to get some time with you to try  to show you what we 
are doing in  the hopes that you would lose this antagonistic point of 
view toward us and you at that po int said “oh, no, this is not a personal 
matter . This  is a committee m atte r” so I  am here because you wanted 
me here. I did n’t ask to come before this committee.

The Chairman. Why, Mr. Meany, I certainly  misunderstood it 
then.

Mr. Meant. Well, I want to make tha t quite clear. I n fact I have 
been 30 years in  Washington, and this is the first time I appeared  be
fore this committee. This is not an easy committee to  get before.

[Laughter.]
The Chairman. Well, had  you ever requested to come before this 

committee ?
Mr. Meant. Oh, yes; oh, yes.
The Chairman. And you have been rejected ?
Mr. Meant. We have made requests and sent letters on different 

matte rs and didn’t even get an answer on different m atters  and were 
told that organizations-----

The Chairman. You have never been before thi s committee before?
Mr. Meant. No, I have been before the House Foreign Affairs Com

mittee many, many times, all other committees of Congress.
The Chairman. That is surprising.
Mr. Meant. This is my first visit and I am quite honored. [Laughter.]
The Chairman. Mr. Meany, I will be very surprised i f you can pro 

duce any proof tha t your request to come before  this committee has 
been rejected. I  don’t recall any such instance and I  won’t believe it 
unt il you show me the proof.

Mr. Meant. Well, the answer we invariably got, Mr. Chairman, for 
private organizations, organizations of priva te citizens, you would 
assign 10 minutes, so of course tha t was a rejection in a way. we 
thought.

REQ UES T TO APPEAR  BEFORE MORSE SUBCO MMITTEE

The Chairman. Well, I  don’t know. You mean you didn’t come 
under  the conditions tha t others come under. You wanted some special 
conditions. Bu t the fact of the matter  is when you called me and said
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you wanted to come and see me about this matte r, I  said this is a 
committee matter ; that  it isn't anything  personal. Actually the staff 
report which you object to, and which is your privilege  to object to, 
I  had nothing to do with ; tha t was Senator Morse’s subcommittee 
which had the investiga tion of activities in Lat in America.

Mr. Meant. Mr. Chairman, I  thin k the material I will—I have 
presented to you, includ ing the  correspondence wi th Morse, will show 
tha t we answered this subcommittee paper, and tha t we requested a 
hearing before the subcommittee, and tha t I have—you will see in 
Senator  Morse’s letter t ha t he promised us th is par ticu lar hearing.

Now, of course, I  am not c riticizing Senator Morse because I know 
his election came along, he had a recount t ha t took some time and, of 
course, finally he lost out and was out of the Senate, but he did promise 

» to give us a hear ing to submit our side of this, on this materia l which
was presented in the so-called Dockery repo rt which was a staff docu
ment. And what disturbed us was tha t this was distributed in some 
way to the  press even though i t was not a committee document. Even 
though it had a disclaimer on the first page as not being the work of 
the committee or not having the approval of the committee, still it  was 
broadcast all over the  world as a committee document critical of the 
AFL-C IO.

As I pointed out, we have responded to every request from the 
GAO, from the AID or anyone else on our work, and we have pre
sented them with voluminous reports, and we found tha t the reports  
and the questions we answered were not reflected in the Dockery 
report. So, of course, we wanted an opportuni ty to appear before the 
committee and set t ha t straight, and we did not get tha t opportunity.

The Chairman. T ha t was a subcommittee, but you didn’t request 
to come here to the ful l committee.

Mr. Meany. No, not  here, no, no, the subcommittee. You are right , 
the subcommittee, not this committee.

The Chairman. The subcommittee of Senator Morse.
I have just been handed a note—I thought I recalled having seen 

you before this  committee—indicating  th at our records show that you 
have appeared several times before this committee. You personally ap
peared on the Nuclear Test Ban Trea ty and the Foreign Assistance 

* Act of 1963, and submitted a letter for a hearing on the  training of
foreign affairs personnel, and on East-West Trade . On numerous 
occasions as long ago as the 80th Congress, the AF L-CIO has sent 
a representative. But you have not-----

» Mr. Meant. I  would like to check th at, I have no recollection of it.

differences are not personal

The Chairman. Y ou have not requested to be heard in  the way tha t 
you called me as you did the o ther day. I saw no point, on a matter  of 
this kind, of simply having a personal meeting, because there  is noth
ing personal about this difference.

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, I  called you for the purpose of meeting 
you personally and to try  to show you what  we were doing because 
you were the one who said we were being paid off. I  didn 't hea r tha t 
from any other committee and I don’t know whether the committee
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passed on it but you were the one who said we were paid off by the 
previous administration  for our support in Vietnam.

The Chairman. Well, I don’t believe I used tha t word, and if so, I  
will withdraw the word and put it this wa y: T hat  there was a very 
cozy relationship between you and the previous administration  by 
which you were given control over some $5 million a year to do with  
as you pleased.

Mr. Meany. To do as we pleased ?
The Chairman. T o implement your policies under the AIF LD.
Mr. Meany. To do as we pleased ? Every step of the way, Mr. Chair- 

man, this was, the money was expended under the supervision of the 
U.S. Government.

Do you realize what we do in these housing projects, Mr. Chairman ?
The people tha t are paid by U.S. Government, not by us-----  «

The Chairman. I want  to read-----
Mr. Meany. Go there to make these feasibili ty studies. Our par t is to 

bring  the union in and our part is to finance the construction when 
it is finished.

GAO PR EL IM IN ARY  DRAFT REPOR T

The Chairman. Let me read you this from a preliminary dra ft 
of a GAO report. The GAO is, as you know, an arm of the Congress.
This is a draf t of a follow-up repo rt of the  GAO. I have a good deal 
here I could read, but th is is f rom only the first page of the s umm ary:

This  is the GAO, it is not my review, I will read the first part of this 
summary:

This is the AIFLD contrac t activities which I  am refer ring to.
Our review was not designed to reach any specific conclusion on the success or 

'effectiveness of the AIFLD program; however, we believe the AIFLD is making 
substant ial efforts to reach the union members with thei r message on free labor 
•developments through their  educational seminars.

Except for audits of the AIFLD operations by the AID missions, which are 
generally limited to financial matters , we found tha t AID has performed little 
or no evaluation of the AIFLD program. In neither Brazil nor Chile could we 
find any systematic review being made of the AIFLD program.

Our followup review showed that  AIFLD has retained the unusual amount 
of flexibility tha t was noted in our prior audit. Although we, as in our prior 
report, are not indicating tha t the underlying union-to-union cooperation be 
changed, we do not feel that a closer cooperation will have to be brought about. »
Under the present arrangement AIFLD has an almost free hand to do anything 
It so desires.

Now th at is a quote from the draf t of the followup repo rt of the 
GAO. •

Mr. Meany. I would like to get a copy of that report.
The Chairman. Let me read ano ther excerpt of this  par ticu lar part.
Mr. Meany. I s this report public ?
The Chairman ( reading) :
In view of the weaknesses in internal control of funds of AIFLD field offices 

we believe AIFLD Washington should clearly set forth  procedures necessary to 
provide financial control and management.

Now that is the draf t of the followon report of the GAO, of the 
General Accounting Office.

Mr. Meany. Which is critical of AID. I  would say, for not-----
The Chairman. I  yield.
Mr. Meany. Can I get a copy of tha t report ?
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Th e Chairman . That  m ay well be.
Mr. M eant . I m ean i f A ID ------
The Chairm an . AI D  has------
Mr.  M ea nt . I f  A ID  has  not  exercised  t he  p ro pe r supervi sio n of the  

finances, do n’t blame me for  that , that  is AID  s job.
The Chairm an . All I  say  is you do as yo u please.
Mr. Mea nt . A re  you  in fe rr in g they  were  af ra id  to do th at  because 

we have such tre me ndous influence; is th at  the  ide a?
Th e Chairm an . I  am only stat in g th at , according  to GA O, you  do 

* as you  please with  the  money .
Mr. M ea nt . T hat  is n ot  so. I  don’t care , GA O or not , th at  i s not  so.
The Chairm an . T he  G AO  s aid  it.
Mr.  Mea nt . A nd  I  don’t th in k th at  you cou ld subs tant ia te  th at  if  

.  you had the  A ID  officials here . I  do n’t th in k the A ID  officials would
agree to  th at  at  all.

Se na tor  Stming ton. Mr. C ha irm an.
The C hairman . The S en ato r from  Missouri.

SU GG ESTED SO LU TI ON  TO VIE TNAM  CONFL IC T

Se na tor  Stming ton. I  have to leav e an d ju st  wa nt  to  say  I  hav e 
known Mr.  Mea ny ove r 40 year s, lon g before  h e ever became t he  head 
of any  lab or orga niza tio n and lon g before  I  came  t o Gov ernment. He  
is a  good Am erican .

I haven’t agree d wi th him  on ce rta in  matters , but  th at  is  th e na tu re  
of  o ur  c ountry.

In  read ing ove r th e exh ibit s, 1 wou ld ask  him  in all sin cerity abou t 
som eth ing  t hat is in  m y own mi nd  an d in the minds of many people.  
Nobody has ye t he ard me cri tic ize  th is  ad min ist ra tio n wi th respec t to 
the  V ietnam war, alt ho ug h I  earne stly hope , not only  because o f wh at  
it  is cos ting us in the prog rams we know  we need  here at home,  bu t 
also because o f t he  t rage dy  o f los ing  so ma ny o f ou r finest y ou th,  th at 
it  e nd soon. Thi nk in g about wh at  has happened in these las t 15 ye ars 
no t only  in  Vietn am  but  all over the  world , I would ask  the  di st in 
guished witness wha t th ings  we ou gh t to do in Vietn am  now? T hat  
would be my question.

, Mr.  Mea nt . Well , th at  i s a big  q ues tion , and I don't  feel com peten t
to tel l th is co un try  wh at it  sho uld  do. We have supp or ted the  ad min 
ist ra tio n’s effor ts in V ietnam s ince  1954.1 have a speech he re—in w hich 
I wen t into  ou r a na lys is o f thi s a t g re at  le ng th—made to the  A me ric an

, Leg ion  in Aug us t of  1965 and , of course, we would  l ike t o see the Vi et 
nam  th in g br ou gh t to  a close. We  feel th at  th e way  to do it is t hr ou gh  
free elec tions pa rti cipa ted in by both sides  in th is conflict,  and ins o
fa r as the m ili ta ry  end of  it  is concerned we are  not qua lified to  tel l 
how thi s w ar  should be fou gh t.

I do know  en ough  ab out i t to know th a t t hi s is n ot  th e usu al type  of 
wa r t hat we have  read of  i n histo ry , I  mean  where  y ou have a  ba ttle-  
fron t he re, a s tr ai ght l ine  or  a line  d iv id ing the  tw o s ides. I t is a d iff er 
en t tvp e of w ar  an d th is is one of the reasons  why we a re so i nte res ted  in  
he lpi ng  the Vie tnamese l abor  movemen t.

Now the head of  the  Vie tnamese lab or  movem ent has  been in th is 
co un try  ma ny  times, no t as ou r guest  bu t came here at  the req uest of
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the State Department. He met President Kennedy a few years ago, lie 
met Pres ident Johnson, he met Secretary Rusk, and they all seemed to 
agree tha t the Vietnamese Free  Trade Union had a part to play, a very 
important p art  to play, in this part icular war, especially in the  pacifi
cation program, the program of trying to free the towns and the 
villages from the domination of the Vietcong.

This is the reason we helped them build these social centers around 
Saigon, where the families of these workers could come at certain 
times in order to be secure and safe.

But, Senator, I have no magic wand nor  do I have a crystal ball and 
I don’t know how to end th is war, but I know tha t we are committed 
to th is war and I  know tha t the previous administration , the  Johnson 
adminis tration,  the Kennedy administration, and certainly the  Eisen
hower administrat ion, committed us to this war.

I wish I  knew how we could get out  of this war with our heads up, 
I have been fighting  Communists for practical ly al l my life, and from 
everyth ing that I  know if we were to unilaterally  withdraw this  would 
only be the steppingstone for  furth er aggression.

DOMINO THEORY SUPPORTED

Now, I  subscribe to the so-called domino theory which some tr y to 
discredit. I don’t know who discredited it but from what I have seen 
these people do that if they could overrun South Vietnam they would 
not stop there. Laos and Thailand  and then what would happen if 
they moved into the Philippines , could we then say, well, this is none 
of our business? I didn’t make these commitments. My Government 
made the commitments, and I  am support ing my Government. T hat is 
the way I  look at it. Maybe if I  knew as much about it as someone else 
I wouldn’t. But I certain ly know as much about it as I  could gather 
and I  ge t all the knowledge I can on it  and, as I said before, we made 
a s tatement on Vietnam in 1954, and everything we said in 1954 still 
applies today.

The same proposal we made then could certainly be used there today. 
We called for free elections, we called for the United  Nations inte r
vention, we called for  a Pacific peace force under the aegis of the 
United Nations, so I  have no apology to make fo r my stand on Viet
nam. I am supporting  my Government.

Now, if my Government is wrong, well, that is pe rhaps for some
body else to tell them, b ut this has been our consistent position.

But we do know something about the Communists. We know quite 
a bit about them. We know how they act, and whether this is cold 
war or no t as f ar  as I  am concerned the re has been no change in the 
Communist objective. They haven’t changed. They may have changed 
their methods but they haven’t changed their objective, and I th ink th at 
this country as the most powerful country in the free world must lead 
the free world. There  is nobody else to lead it. Whethe r we will it or 
not. we have got to take the leadership of the free world.

So this  is our position and if you would like I  would give you this 
copy of a speech I  made on Vietnam to the American Legion 4 years 
ago and I think  it represents our policy as of today.
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CH ANGES  IN  WO RLD SIN C E  1 9 5 4

Se na tor S ymin gton . I wou ld lik e to  hav e it , a nd  I  w ould lik e to  re ad  
it  and I  respec t yo ur  opinion  ve ry  much . B ut do n’t you  th in k th at 
th ings  in th e world  hav e cha nged some since 1954 w hich m ight  make 
changes in ou r overa ll posit ion ?

Mr . Meany. I thi nk  the re  hav e been  a lo t of  changes.
Now if  you mean by th a t changes  in  ou r overa ll wo rld  position^ I 

th in k ou r overa ll wo rld  posit ion  is try in g to protec t th e in tegr ity  
and  sec uri ty o f th is  cou ntry.

We  have a ce rta in  type  of  society in th is  coun try , we have a fre e 
socie ty, and I  feel th at eve ry cit izen has  a sta ke  in  th a t society. I  kn ow 
th at  we hav e, because un de r th is  free society,  Se na tor , we have ad 
vanced  the cause of  A me ric an  worke rs to  a  deg ree  beyo nd th a t which  
has  happ ened  in  any  othe r coun try  of  the world . We  would  lik e to 
preserve th at type  of  society. And  when we look at  w ha t happ ened  in 
Ca str o’s Cuba, we come to th e conclusion i f m ore  of  th is  to ok p lace an d 
came ri ght up  to ou r bo rders  th at  ou r type  of  society wo uld  be in  
danger.

Now, of course there have  been changes . Th e di spute between the  
Sov iets  an d the Chi nese rep resents a chan ging  sit ua tio n,  bu t they  do 
no t di spute each  othe r in  so fa r as object ive , they  bo th wa nt  t o com- 
munize  the w orld. Th e Sovie ts w an t to  do i t by  in fil tra tio n,  by int rig ue , 
and the  Chinese  want to d o i t im media tely by  force.

But  I  thou gh t th at th er e ha d been some changes . I  th ou gh t th a t I  
wou ld never ag ain  see an othe r Bu dapest,  I th ou gh t I  wou ld never, 
ag ain  see w ha t h ap pe ned in 1956 in Hun ga ry . I  th ou gh t I  would n eve r 
see th at ha pp en  ag ain , bu t I  did see it  ha pp en  ag ain  in  Aug us t of 
las t ye ar  in  Czechoslovakia . I  th ou gh t th at there ha d been  a tre men 
dous cha nge  in  th e th in ki ng  of  th e Sov iet lea dersh ip,  th ei r at tit ud e 
towa rd  thei r own p eople  had ch ang ed.

Th ere is no quest ion  th e Sovie t people are  mo re fre e toda y th an  
they  were  10 y ears ago. The edu cat ion  level  of  t he  coun try  ha s come 
up  and the peo ple  know  m ore,  b ut  th e gr ip  o f t he  ru ling  cl ique  on the  
people ha sn ’t  changed no r has th e objective of  th a t clique cha nged.

So I  t hi nk  we h ave go t to be real ist ic about thi s. I  th ink we shou ld 
seize e very op po rtu ni ty  that  comes up  to  tr y  to  ta lk  peace, to t ry  to  get  
thes e th ings  set tle d, bu t I  don ’t  thi nk  we sho uld  al low  ou rselves a fal se 
sense of  se curity by  seeing a pea cef ul at ti tu de  on th e part  o f t he  o ther  
peop le jus t because  we wa nt  to see th at sor t of a tti tude .

I  hav e been arou nd  a lon g tim e and I  do n’t kno w any  case in th is  
his tory  of  re la tio ns  of  fre e socie ties an d dictator ia l countrie s wh ere  
the  cause  of  fre edom  has been  adv anc ed by un ila te ra l concessions 
by the fre e na tio ns  to the di ctator ia l na tions . Th ey  tr ie d th a t with  
Hitl er . Th ey  ke pt  conceding  an d con ced ing  an d conceding. I t  d id n’t 
de ter  him.

As fa r as de ali ng  with  th e Sov iets , th is  is some thing  ou r Go ve rn
ment sho uld  continue to  do, they  sho uld  con tinue to  sea rch  fo r way s 
of  ob tai ning  peace . But  I  do n’t" think  we sho uld  tr y  to  indu lge ou r
selves in  fal se sel f-delusions th at  they  have basic ally changed . As 
of  now I  d on ’t th in k th ei r objective, th ei r basic ob ject ive,  ha s chan ged . 
Th ei r me tho ds of  ach iev ing  th at  objective hav e changed bu t I  do n’t 
th ink th ei r objectiv e has.



44

Senator Symington. Thank you.
May I ask one more question ?
The Chairman. Yes.

WHA T FU RT HE R CAN UNIT ED  STATES DO IN  VI ET NA M?

Senator S ymington. I  would like to talk to you about th is fur ther  
another time. In  my State we are running out of Federa l support in 
some of our essential programs, education of our children, control of 
our water, control of pollution, water and air, problems of the hard *
core of the large cities, problems of the farme rs; and, above all, the 
steady depreciation in the value of the dollar. Fo r some, tha t can be 
adjusted,  but it is hard on those who are inactive, primar ily people who 
are in retirement. I say in all sincerity tha t I felt the way you did in •
1954 when you wrote that  speech. My feelings have changed consider
ably, and tha t is why I would like to kick it around with you some 
day.

We are puttin g now, the best estimate  I can make, about $80 million 
a day into the Vietnam operation. Senator Aiken, ranking Republican 
on this committee, a wise man, pointed out that we have had  free elec
tions out there, and the  elections were satisfactory, and I  am wonder
ing just how much more we can do with our increasingly limited re
sources, especially if this situat ion develops in other part s of the 
world.

If  you have any thoughts on tha t I  would appreciate  hearing them, 
and in any case would like a chance to talk with you furth er, because I 
deeply respect your opinion.

Mr. Meany. I  would be glad to ta lk to you on that and, Senator. I 
don't pretend to have the answer to this problem. The cost of main
tain ing our military establishment practically takes up all of the in
come taxes, the personal income taxes, that  we pay in this country, and 
surely I would like to see tha t money spent some other way. I would 
like to see tha t money spent to clean up our rivers, to clean up our 
slums, and do a lot of things.

But, on the other hand, you have the security of the  country, and I 
am not charged with protect ing the country. I mean tha t is not my 
job. But we elect people who are, and I couldn’t make a judgment.

I would like to see the  sort of a world where we wouldn’t have any 
Pentagon , where we wouldn’t have any milit ary establishment, mili
tary- industria l or what have you. But" can we pull out of this world, 
can we isolate ourselves? Is isolation possible in today’s world? Can •
we build a fortress America and live behind it? I don’t know, and 
I wish I  did know.

Senator  Symington. Thank you, Air. Chairman.

USE  OF GOVERNME NT FUND S BY AIFLD

The Chairman. Before we proceed, I would like to try  to put this 
back in perspective in case there is some misunderstanding as to what this hearing is about.

I respect your righ t as an individual and as president  of your 
organization to feel as you please about these foreign policy matters.
The question at  issue here really is not how you feel about the war, this
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war or any other war on Vie tnam ; yon feel as yon please about it. I he 
question is whether or not the Government should turn over money to 
your organization to  use, as the follow-on GAO draf t repo rt states,  as 
you wish in Lat in America and, I assume, elsewhere, in Asia and 
Africa, in purs uit of your views. Do you know of any precedent-----

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, can I straighten this out right away?
The Chairman. Tha t is what I am trying to do. I am not quar

reling.
Mr. Meany. Let me see if I can s traigh ten you out here. I am not 

here to plead with the Government to continue to give us this money.
The Chairman. No.
Mr. Meany. Oh, no; that is not my purpose a t all. In  my conversa

tion with you this  was not mentioned. I w*as here to try  to set you 
stra ight , to say tha t this is not a political payoff as you said it  was 
2 or 3 weeks ago.

Now, we are in this field. We think  that  what we do in some way 
makes a contribution to our country’s foreign policy. But if it does 
not, tha t is the judgment for somebody else to  make. I have nothing 
to say on it. I will accept the judgment of whatever Government 
agency is responsible in this field. I am not here pleading for con
tinua tion of Government money in thi s field. We are going to continue 
in this  field whether we have Government money or not. So let us 
disabuse your mind tha t I  appeared here to try to justify  the expendi
ture  of Government money—not in the slightest.

The Chairman. Well, I certainly  thougiit you were here to just- 
tifv -----

Mr. Meany. You had no reason to think that,  I was here to find 
out why you took the position tha t we were receiving a political 
payoff from the previous administ ration.

The Chairman. Maybe we are clari fying it, The hearing that  this 
occurred in was the hearing on the foreign aid program. It  was not a 
hearing on the AFL-C IO.  It  was the foreign aid program, and one 
item in the foreign aid program is the amounts related to the 
AIFL D which is in effect directed by you, by the AF L-CIO.  It  is 
altogether over $30 million ; the Lat in American part of it  is $28 
million. So the only question at issue is whether it is wise and in the 
public interest to do that.

I know of no precedent in which the Government turns over funds to 
a private organiza tion to use with  this degree of freedom in foreign 
countries. I  wonder how you would feel about it  if the big labor union 
in France h ad local people here in Washington lobbying this  commit
tee on our policies about what we should do in Europe. My guess is you 
would not take well to tha t at  all.

Mr. Meany. No.
The Chairman. In effect, tha t is what the AIFLD  has done.
Mr. Mf.any . Tha t is complete nonsense, Mr. Chairman. Th at is not 

so, and you cannot document that in any way.
The Chairman. Well, I can document it only by these-----
Mr. Meany. These newspaper articles. Good, I will give you news

paper articles that would make you look kind of sick. [Laughter.]
And still I  don’t believe them.
The Chairman. Mr. Meany, you have done your part  in tryin g to do 

that. Your criticisms of me-----
33 -948— 69------ 4
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Mr . Meany. No : I  am  no t—I  have n ot  done m y p ar t. I  came here  for  
one  pu rpo se,  Mr.  C ha irm an. T called you on t he  teleph one a nd  I  sa id t o 
you t hat yo u m ade  a s tat em ent that  I  d id  not  ag ree wi th and  I  th ou gh t 
was unju sti fied a nd  unf ai r, and  I  w anted  to  ex pla in it  to you,  I  w anted 
a li tt le  o f your  t ime , and you  said “O h, th is  is no t a per son al ma tter. 
Thi s is  a comm ittee mat te r.”

Th e Chairm an . Thi s is correc t.
Mr . M eany. S o he re  I  am. But  I  did no t he ar  o ther  m embers of  t he  

committ ee accuse us of  t ak in g a payoff fro m the John so n ad min is tra 
tion.

The Chairman . Well, maybe t hey ha dn ’t stu die d the  reco rd as c are 
fu lly  as I  had .

Mr. Mean y. They  had n’t. Can you  j ust ify  t hat  st ate me nt from  an y
th in g you have present ed here  tod ay  ?

The Chairm an . Ye s; I  th in k th e reco rd shows i t p re tty cle arly .
Mr. Mean y. Yes ?
Th e C hairm an . I thi nk  it  su pp or ts  it  p re tty clearly, and I  th in k----- -
Mr . Mean y. I  do no t happ en  to th in k so.

EXPENDITURE OF FUND S IS PUBLIC BUSINESS

The Chairman . S ince you br in g it  up , you  hav e made ma ny stat e
ments  f ar  m ore vicious i n th ei r cri tic ism  o f me t ha n I  ha ve eve r made  
of  you, an d you  made the m vo lunt ar ily  wi thou t rega rd  to leg isla tion  
or  you r du tie s a t a ll, simp ly because you took issue  wi th my views .

I  w as exam ining  a witness w ith rega rd  to wh eth er or  n ot  we should  
con tinue to supply  money to  yo ur  org an iza tio n f or  the use in  these v ar i
ous area s. I  th in k it  is the bus iness of  th is  committee, it  is no t ju st  
my  busin ess,  thi s is p ub lic  business. Th is  com mit tee is p ar tial ly  re spon
sible  fo r how th is money is spe nt in the sense th at  we recommend a nd  
pas s upon  th is leg islation. I t  t akes  the  au tho riz at ion  of  the  Senate of  
wh ich  we are  a body, a par t,  to  au tho riz e the expend itu re of these 
funds. Th is is publi c bus ines s, it  is no t my  pr ivate business.

I  have di ffered w ith  you , o f course, you  ha ve wi th me, on ou r p riv ate 
view s bu t I  h ave  n ever made any issue  of  th at . I  do no t reca ll th at  I  
hav e e ver  public ly den ounced  you in any way  a s yo u have me. I  neve r 
responded to yo ur  vicious a tta ck s up on me.

Mr. Meany . When you  said I  was receiv ing  a payoff, was th at  
comp lim entary  or  was it  so rt  of an  adv erse cri tici sm ?

Th e Chairman. Well , t h a t was in connect ion wi th th is  h earin g, the  
connection  being th at  it  c er ta in ly  i s more , it seems to me, than  pu rel y 
coinciden tal  th at  th is  ve ry  in tim ate re lat ionship  exi sted between you 
and the form er  ad min is tra tio n and the lar ge  am ount of  moneys th at  
have been contr ibu ted  by the Govern ment to  you r ac tiv ity .

But  all  I  wante d to say  in yo ur  discussion wi th  the Se na tor  fro m 
Misso uri  is th at  you have  eve ry ri ght to say wh at  you  like  abo ut the  
war. The question is, sho uld  th is  com mit tee au tho riz e public fund s to 
you  to be used in  the  prom otion  of  you r views ?

We au tho riz e fund s to the  St ate Dep ar tm en t to fos ter  ou r fo re ign 
poli cy, and I  know of  no preced ent  in whi ch a pr iva te  organiz ation  
sim ila r to yo urs is like wise giv en money to go ou t and  to influence  
governments an d to lobb y in forei gn  pa rli am en ts and to try  to inf lu
ence forei gn  p olicy.



Mr. AIeant. We don’t do any of those things  and you cannot prove 
tha t we do. You are just throwing accusations out in the empty  air. We 
don’t influence government and we don’t inte rfere  with governments.

The Chairman. The reports say that you do.
Mr. Meant. We t ry to help workers on the theory tha t by helping  

workers we can establish sound government which would be in the 
interests of our country.

The Chairman. The reports don’t show that.
Senator Church. Air. Chairman, I would like to ask some questions.
The Chairman. I yield  to the Senator from Idaho.
Senator  Church. Air. Aleany, the purpose of this  hearing is to get 

out the facts in  connection with this  program and I think t ha t tha t is 
what you are here to do and tha t is what  we are here to find out.

OBJEC TIV ES OF AIFL D PROGRAM

Let me say, first of all, t ha t as I unders tand it, you have two inte r
ests in connection with this program. One interes t is a specific one, 
tha t is to foster the development of free trade union movements of 
the kind that we have had in this country, and to give  ins truction  to 
union members who come here for  that purpose and to retu rn to  the ir 
own countries to organize and develop a free t rade union movement. 
Tha t is the specific purpose of the program, is it not?

Mr. Meant. Yes.
Senator  Church. And  you are also traditionally interested  in demo

cratic government ? I thin k t hat  the history of the tr ade  union move
ment in this country demonst rates that .

Now, I  have no quarre l a t all with those objectives. I  th ink those are 
legitimate objectives and I think  to the extent you are successful in 
helping to develop free trade unions I  think that will, in tu rn, make 
its influence felt in the growth of democratic government, and I 
think  both objectives serve our country and its in terests abroad. 

SOURCE OF AIF LD FUNDS

The question th at I have, and I think we ought to get clear on the 
record, relates first of all to the financing. It  has been said here at 
this hearing that  approximately  90 percent of the money with which 
the A IFL D is financed comes from the  Government, is tha t correct ?

Air. AIeant. That could be about right.
Senator  Church. Now, does it come entirely from A ID ?
Air. Meant. Yes.
Senator  Church. A nd there is none of it, as you have already tes ti

fied, that comes from the CIA ?
Mr. AIeant. No, sir.
Senator Church. All right . Now, where does the rest of it  come 

from?
Air. AIeant. From the  A FL-CIO and from these business corpora

tions tha t I ment ioned : Koppers Co., Standard  Oil of New Jersey,  
United Corp., Air. David Rockefeller, ITT , Rockefeller Brothers  
Fund, and General Foods.

Senator  Church. Altogether these business sources, plus the labor 
money, has amounted to what, about $2.5 or $3.8 million ?
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Mr. Meany. le s.  But, Senator, I think you have got to draw a line between the social projects activities of our institute and the educational activities.
The business money and the AF L-CIO money is spent largely on the educational end or the program.

SOCIAL PRO JEC TS DEPA RT ME NT

Now, on the social projects, keep this in mind, this social projects department came into being when this country decided they were going to help Latin America throu gh the Alliance for Progress, and we said to President Kennedy “if  you give all this money to the established institut ions in these countries you will not change the situation.” We said we think  tha t we can help in channeling this money into projects th at are beneficial for workers.
Now, you take a housing project, Senator, you have all sorts of people. It  takes 10 months or 11 months or sometimes 12 months, to finish a feasibili ty study for a housing project. All of these technical people, architects, land experts, water experts, experts in design and maintenance and so on and so fo rth, these people are sent down there, and they are paid bv the U.S. Government, throu gh contract  with AIF LD.
This is where th is money goes. This  is money that the Alliance for Progress  has to  spend for these purposes. We actually, in effect, in troduced to the Alliance for Progress the labor people who have these projects.
Now. we certainly agree or at least we find agreement in AID  that all of this money used fo r the Alliance for Progress should not go to governments, tha t it should go to the priva te institutions, and to say that  we spent it as we please is complete nonsense. Everyone of these people is subject to  Government checks. Their salaries and their  expenses are all audited by government, and they are not all labor people, Mr. Chairman. These are technicians, these are architects, land experts, water experts, tax experts, experts in the field of housing.

EDUCATIONAL SIDE  OF PROGRAM

Now, in the educational side of this program, I could be wrong in the figures, but my judgment is that  this is a trip arti te proposition, as f ar as the money th at the A FL-CI O puts  in, tha t p rivate business puts in, and to which the Federal Government makes a contribution. I would say that  goes three ways.
Now, in addition to that we have this impacts pro ject program which we have put about a hal f a million dollars in, and this is something I would judge to be along the lines of the Peace Corps. In other words, you go righ t into communities, you help them help themselves. We buy machines with which you can very economically make cement blocks. So we believe these machines and these people with very little quantities of cement and the materials  that are available, help them help themselves.
In  Honduras we built low cost houses, I  th ink we built about a hundred houses, costing $500,000 for the banana workers, but it represents
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tlie first possession these people ever had in their  lives in the way of  
housing.

So this  project, this impact projec t program,  this is enti rely AFL - 
CIO money or i t was a t the start.  Now I unders tand that the ambas
sadors in the different countries are forwarded some money by the 
State Department for  the same type of project.

But the Social Projects Depar tment  money is used to pay these 
technicians whose job it is to channel this money to the various projects. 
We act as the inbetween agency th at lets the State Depar tment  know 
here is a union th at wants to build a housing project for its members, 
here they are and we tell them who they are. F rom tha t point of this 
feasibility study goes into everything and it is just  the same as if  
we were not in the picture because i f the U.S. Government wants to 
send th is money down there and help these people and decided to go 
into the  housing field they would have to make this sort of feasibility  
study.

Wha t happens when the  housing is buil t? We finance it out of trade 
union funds, we hold the mortgage.

Senator Church. Are those trust funds , wel fare funds ?
Mr. Meany. Senator , they are welfare and pension funds and that 

is the reason that we secured from AID a guarantee for the princ ipal 
of these funds because otherwise we could not use the  funds because 
the funds do not belong to the union, they belong to  the individual 
members. But  these funds are down there at a low rate of interest, 
and at  the time we put the 5y2 percent $10 million loan in Mexico City 
the going rate for  mortgages for homes in Mexico City was then 17 
percent.

MEXICO CTTY HOUSING PROJECT

Senator  Church. Can you tell me how th at Mexico City project is 
repaying ? Are the repayments coming in on schedule ?

Mr. Meany. Payments coming in right on schedule.
Senator Church. Right.
Mr. Meany. Rig ht on schedule. I t is a sound project  and it has 

provided homes for  20,000 people there that never had tha t k ind of a 
home before.

Senator C hurch. Now, I think th at gets the facts out  pre tty clearly 
as to the financing.

Mr. Meany. Let me go a little further. When this project  was com
pleted, a small group o f people, three or four, were put down there to 
reside there, to see this new project did not become a slum, that the 
people knew how to handle it and so forth . These people are paid by the 
AIFLD and this  is carry ing out our Government’s aid program and 
we become an agency.

But the educational pa rt use, I  would say, two-thirds of our priva te 
AIFLD funds.

Senator  Church. I was very much interested in your testimony 
a few minutes ago when you said you are not here for the purpose of 
pleading fo r Government money.

Mr. Meany. That  is right.
Senator Church. You were here to get the  facts out on A IFLD  ?
Mr. Meany. That is right.



50

GOVERNMENT SUPPOR T OF AIF LD QUESTION ED

Senator Church. Now, the question I have in my mind about the  
role you play in Latin  America concerning the promotion of the free 
labor trade movement is thi s: It seems to me that the greatest influence 
tha t the American labor movement could have on the development of 
a similar movement of workers in L atin  America depends on the inde 
pendence of labor. You are speaking not for the Government of the  
United States, you are speaking for the trade union movement and 
your experience in having developed it, not its  being developed by the 
Government. I f it were le ft to the Government we would not have a 
trade union movement like we have in this country today.

But when it is known in Latin America that  your activities are 
financed to th is degree by the Government, don’t you th ink tha t this 
tends to impair  the influence that  you might otherwise have if you 
were financing it entirely on your own?

Mr. Meant. No; I do not think so. I think the people of Lat in Amer
ica know there is an Alliance for Progress. I think  they know that  the 
U.S. Government is committed to help down there.

Senator Church. I  am n ot talking about the social projects. I am 
talk ing about the educational work you do in the development of a 
labor movement.

Mr. Meany. Well, Senator, let me say tha t when we went to the 
business people, this was the unanimous decision of our executive 
council, to bring  business in, we d id not need business in here. The 
amount of money tha t business puts in we could very well put in 
ourselves, it is not beyond our resources to put this money in. B ut we 
felt tha t the businessmen should have the same interests in Latin  
America as we have, tha t they should want to see safe, sound, free 
societies there, especially if  they were businesses tha t had some busi
ness to do in Latin America.

So there  is no secret in this, tha t we have Government money and 
Government assistance in this field. In fact, the amount of Govern
ment assistance we get in the educational field we could get along 
without  tha t too, we could carry  that , too. We felt it was a proper  
partn ership of labor, business, and Government in this country and. 
of course, we were criticized by the Communists, but we cannot  worry 
about our image with the Communist unions because whether we use 
Government help or not they would criticize us for something else, 
so we are not concerned with that . But  we have no problems with  the 
Lat in American unions, none at all.

EF FECT  OF DICTA TORIAL GOVER NMENT S ON AIF LD ACTIV ITIES

Senator  Church. That brings  me to the la st question I want to put 
today, Mr. Chairman.

You have mentioned dictato rial governments several times in your 
testimony, Mr. Meany. I know the American labor movement strongly 
opposes dictatorships  of any kind. In  Lat in America today the slide 
toward d ictato rship has been very precipitous  and very extensive, so 
that  many Lat in American governments are milit ary and dictatorial 
at the present time.
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Now , in  those sit ua tio ns  where  th e pol icy  of  th e Governm ent an d 
the ch arac ter of th e Gover nment  is such as to im pa ir  th e fre e trad e 
un ion  movement  wi th in  these  cou ntri es, how does thi s af fect the A IF L D  
in  its a ctivit ies  ? I  don ’t  have to s pec ify  th e co un tr ie s; you know which  
the y are.

Mr. Mea nt . Well , al l r ight .
May I  po in t ou t to you  th at  in  my tes tim ony I  indic ate d th a t the 

only th ree cou ntr ies  which  we ha d no t operated  in were  in  H ai ti  
where you have  the d icta torship,  P ar ag ua y where  you  h ave  th e Stroes - 
ser  di ctator sh ip  and , of  course, Cuba where  you  have th e Ca str o 
dictato rsh ip.

How eve r, in some of these ot he r coun tries whi le we  were  in  op erat ion 
in  thes e o ther  cou ntri es, whi le we were do ing  busine ss with  the m,  the 
sit ua tio n cha nge d. For ins tan ce in  P eru,  you now hav e a  m ili ta ry  g ov
ern me nt there and, of course, there are all  degrees  of  these so-called 
mili ta ry  gov ern me nts . Some of  them let  the trad e union s opera te,  
some of  the m do n’t. But  as fa r as we are con cerned  we are ce rta in ly  
no t go ing  to  op erate in any place where  a to ta li ta ri an  dictator sh ip  
prevail s which  b y its  v ery  na tu re  c ontro ls the trad e unio ns. Th is pu ts  
th e trad e union s ou t of  ou r prog ram completely.  We  cannot have 
an ything  to do with  them .

But  I  do say  we were  op erat ing in  some of  the se cou ntr ies  when 
there was a  change  ma de and a m ili ta ry  g overn me nt came in  an d one 
in  po in t is, of course , Peru.

Se na tor  C hu rc h. Are  you sayin g th at  w here , le t’s say , in Br az il—I  
do no t know the  specif ics of the mat te r—I  don’t know wh eth er free  
trad e unionism at  th e momen t in Br az il has been sim ply  pu t down 
by  the  gov ernment, bu t in those  cases where you  find  th at  to be t ru e------

Mr . Mean y. We  do not.
Se na tor C hurc h. Th en  yo u do n ot  m ain ta in  o r c ont inue a p rogram ?
Mr. Meany. No ; th at  is true.
Se na tor  Chu rc h. I  th in k th at  is all the quest ion ing  I  have, Mr.. 

Ch airma n.
The Chairm an . The  Se na tor f rom  New J ers ey .
Se na tor  Case. Tha nk  you, M r. C hairm an.

PROGRESS OF FRE E TRADE UNIO NIS M  IN  LA TIN AMERICA

Mr.  Meany , I  w onder  if  you  could give us ei ther  now or  la te r some 
indic ati on  not of the  in ten tio ns  wi th  which  you  con duc t yo ur  pr o
gra ms  bu t of  how it  is ac tuall y wo rking  ou t, and spec ifica lly on thi s 
que stio n o f un ion  org aniza tio n.

Mr . Mea nt . H ow is it  working  out  ?
Se na tor  Case. For example, wha t is the  memb ership  of  the  free 

union s in  thes e cou ntr ies  an d how  ha s it  gro wn  or  been reduced ove r 
th e years?

Mr. M ea nt . The u nions in t hes e co untrie s since we s ta rted  th is  work  
abou t 7 o r 8 ye ars  ago hav e made treme ndous pro gre ss.

Now, these countrie s hav e ha d union s, of  course,  fo r many yea rs, 
you  kn ow,  in  L at in  Am eric a. Some o f these unions  are qu ite  old  ther e. 
Th ey  suffered fro m the  fact  t hat they  ha d to  op erate un de r di ct at or 
ships.  T here are  ve ry few of  them  t ha t don’t h ave  p oli tical go dfath ers
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sort of to take care o f them, but I would say tha t since we started 
this educational program, and th is program of helping in social p roj 
ects, that  these unions have made tremendous advances in membership 
and every other way.

Xow, they are still a long way from having the stabil ity of the 
American unions or the finances of the American unions. They are 
still operat ing in low-wage economies. I mean their wages are way 
down compared to ours. But by comparison of the last 8 years we think  
they have made a lot of progress and we think, Senator, we think we 
have helped them. We really do.

Senator  Case. Are there any statistical studies o r reports on these 
questions that we might have for the record or is th is an area in which 
it would be good to go into ?

Mr. Meany. We have some reports but—whether the State Dep art
ment has more or not I do not know but—we will t ry to get you what
ever info rmation there is on tha t point.

Senator Case. If  you would, I would appreciate  it. Mr. Chairman, I  
ask tha t they may be made either a p ar t of the record or printed  as 
such or filed with the committee for use with the report.

The Chairman. Without  objection.
(At  the time of  p rinting, this information had not been supplied.)
Senator  Case. I would just like to make a couple of observations. 

First, in my judgment, your own attitude and the attitude of those who 
agree with you on matters of foreign policy, have not changed. I  think 
you are quite correct in pointing out tha t your attitude  toward the 
cold war antedated any of these programs and has been consistent.

SOCIAL AND POLIT ICAL  REVOLUTION NEEDED IN  LA TIN AMERICA

Second, there is a fair ly substantial body of opinion which holds 
tha t, as fa r as Latin America goes, unless there is an effective cultural 
and social revolution and perhaps in some cases a political one as 
well, we are not going to get far. Therefore, it seems to me not un
desirable tha t individuals be tra ined to raise these questions, and in
sofar as criticism of your efforts based upon people’s going back and 
taking an active part  contrary  to a p artic ular  regime or a particular  
social struc ture or cultu ral situa tion goes, it seems to me perhaps this is 
desirable r ather than otherwise.

I  could do more harm perhaps  i f I went into this  in  greate r detail 
but it seems to me very clear tha t unless something of this sort is done 
we are not going to get very far  in L atin America, because i f things  
jus t continue to go on the way they have, the rich will just get richer 
with the American aid and the poor will become no better off. The only 
way c a n  lj e  done is by the government and individuals and orga 
nizations, and labor organizations certainly are among such organ iza
tions , perhaps among those best qualified to do the job. They are 
indenendent, representative  of the people and, as you suggest here, 
capable through their  own efforts of improving the* conditions of the 
workers, and making th eir contributions to the economic development 
of thei r own country. That  is why my main interes t here is how are 
you doing as opposed to ideological questions on what you are doing.

Mr. Meant. Well, I thin k we are making progress, and I don’t think 
I am overoptimistic.
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Lat in America has got a long way to go, and I thin k tha t we have 
a real problem, that evidently our country has abandoned the so- 
called gunboat diplomacy which prevailed, you know, in the early 
days of this century, and I have no quarrel with tha t. But what 
happens in most of these cases, Senator, a milit ary jun ta moves in 
and they take possession of the palace and they get on the palace 
radio and say “well, everything is line, we have taken over the country 
for the grea t mass of the people,” et cetera, et cetera, and, of course, 
some of the liberal elements, so-called liberal elements, they scurry 
out o f the country or go into hiding. But the record has been within 
a few days the Government of the United States unfortuna tely would 
recognize this  new regime.

So I  am convinced th at if we are going to have democratic  societies 
and free societies in Latin America they have got to come from the 
inside, t ha t the people themselves have got to see to it that  they are 
free societies, and I  thin k w hat we are doing in trying to develop free 
trade unions in itself is making a contribution toward tha t end be
cause you cannot dictate in any country any place a t any time unless 
you control the free trade unions. You cannot have trade unions rea lly 
free in a dictatorship. I mean history tells us tha t. They are either con
trolled by the dicta tor or they don’t exist.

So I think what we are doing should, in the long run, be helpful,  and 
again I  want to say th at if  some of the students that we send back there 
engage in these activities trying to get a better type of government, well, 
certainly tha t is something that we are not  responsible for , but as f ar  
as I  am concerned. T don’t see how we could try  to stop anything like 
that. In fact I would expect the type o f fellow who learns something 
about free  tra de unions to also have an interes t in the freedom of  his 
own country.

Senator Case. You could even go on and say, as I would say, t ha t 
this does not make you unhappy.

Mr. Meany. No ; i t does not.
Senator  Case. Tha t is all, thank you.

GOVERNMENT FUNDS FOR AIFLD QUESTIONED

The Chairman. Will the Senator  yield  there? I still come back to 
this other  point. If  the  A FL-CIO on its own, or Mr. Meany as an in
dividual, were under takin g to do this, i t is one thing. B ut for the  Gov
ernment to give to this organization the fair ly sizable amounts of 
money to carry on these programs is simply our Government in another 
way using th is organization for its purposes, and this, it seems to me, 
is the central question.

ANALOGY  TO FU LBRIGH T PROGRAM

Senator  Case. Mr. Chairman , isn’t th at a question of fa ct : Now, we 
do have, for example, the Fulbrig ht program which I support. 
[Laughter.]  I am try ing  to analyze the question, I am try ing  to 
analyze the question honestly.

The Chairman. You mean you think I  direct the F ulbr ight  program 
or you think I pay fo r it?

Senator Case. No. No.
The Chairman. It  is ir relevant .
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Senato r Case. Here is a program, as I understand  it, financed by the 
Government.

The Chairman. And directed by the Government.
Senator Case. And selected by the Government so far  as selection 

goes but  it does not mean th at the Government provides the education 
which is given to these kids. Tha t is done by private educational ins ti
tutions. It  seems to me perhaps there is an analogy here, and the ques
tion is a factual one. Is  it done in tha t fashion o r is the Government of 
the I nited States hiring the AF L-C IO or agencies which it controls 
to propagandize students who are brought here ?

Now, tha t is a different question from the question which I think  
has been sufficiently discussed as to whether Mr. Meany has been 
suborned—that is not the word—or bribed in his position on Vietnam ?

? fr. Meany. The AIFLD  is a contractor with AID. a

NATURE OF INSTRUCTION  UNDER EDUCATION PROGRAM

Senator Case. W hat kind of instruction is given to these people and 
how independent is it?

Mr. Meany. Regard ing that I can take a lot of time. Let me say 
the first instruction they get is something to acquaint them with the 
U.S. economy as to how our economy works. We teach communica
tions, and the learning process—this is the advanced teacher course 
at Fron t Royal—labor educational programs in the partic ipating coun
tries: theory and practice automation in developed and developing 
nations; inflation and unemployment in L atin  America; the teacher’s 
role and class par ticipation ; popula tion growth and education; com
munism and economic development; international labor movement; 
totalit arianism, democracy, and the role of the free trade unions; 
methods and techniques in adult education; p lanning conferences and 
meetings; evaluation  of educational programs; planning conferences 
and workshop; educational w orkshop; union s tructure and finances in 
the union structures; and civil r ights and equality of opportunity in 
Washington.

Then in addition to tha t we take these people around, let them see 
something of the country on their way back and forth so they can 
see what America looks like, and surely there is nothing subversive 
in our courses.

Senator Case. I don’t think  anybody, even our Chairman, has sug
gested you were subversive. It  is jus t a question as to whether i t was 
Government-controlled or a fairly-----

Mr. Meany. The  Government agencies know what we are doing. I  <
would not say tha t they lav out the program. I really could not tell 
you bu t they do not disapprove of i t I  am sure.

Now, here we have got the Georgetown Univers ity class which is 
now in session, which will graduate  in October. This  is the higher edu
cational group. This is a group of people who had a college back
ground or equivalent in Latin America, and we felt tha t we could 
make these people what we in this country call labor economists. These 
are the 9 months courses. This is a par t from this other series. I ndus
tria l relations, economics, statistics, collective bargaining,  his tory and 
problems of the Lat in American labor movement, and all of the re
search and technical services tha t we supply to our unions are made 
available so tha t they can, when they go back to their own country , 
serve their unions in that  same capacity.
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Senator Case. The question really is not so much the  objective of  it, 
because I am sure we all share this objective of try ing  to increase 
democratic activi ties in all of these countries where we are operating. 
Rather, it is whe ther it is an effective way to do it, and whether  your 
organizat ion and its affiliated institut ions are made less effective be
cause you are Government supported. Tha t is the real question.

Mr. Meany. Could I , Senator, without reading the names, ju st read 
the different universities tha t supp ly the teachers for this  course I  ju st 
mentioned? Louisiana State, University of Wisconsin, Ohio State, 
Tulane, Howard, Loyola, Houston, Columbia, Syracuse, Duke, Van
derbilt,  University  of Barcelona, Catholic University, Georgetown 
University . This is where these people come from.

So surely I do not  think  we are trying to make revolutionaries out 
of these people but you can never tell what happens to them after 
they leave.

FRON T ROYAL IN ST IT UT E

The Chairman. I f the Senator  will yield on tha t, the Fro nt Royal, 
Va. center is the principal center for  training, is it not ?

Mr. Meany. Yes ; tha t is the-----
The Chairman. I want to put in the record, to keep it stra ight , 

a report of August 31, 1968, audi t report No. 69-6. This is an ins ti
tute  tha t is mainta ined at Front Royal as an educational facility. 
All of these courses are on political and social structures and the stu
dents are brought here to be given this tra ining which may be very 
good, but, for t rade  unionists to  be brought to th is country to be given 
training in political  and social s tructures in an institution  conducted 
by the AIFL D is a little  unusual.

I would submit to the Senator from New Jersey this is in no sense 
similar to the Fulbright  program [laughter] with foreign students. 
We do not take them into a Government institution and have a pre 
scribed program for them. They are free to go to any institutions  
which are priva te institu tions in this  country, and there is no effort 
to t ry  to direct or inculcate a pa rticular  po int of view in the instruc
tion and I  do not quite see the connection.

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, we certainly are trying to  direct a p ar
ticular point of view that  we believe in a free society.

The Chairman. Th at is correct.
Mr. Meany. And tha t we should hope tha t they would get enough 

contact with a free society.
The Chairman. I am not c riticizing you for that . I only say there 

is a basic difference in the two programs. They are not simila r at all. 
I was just try ing  to keep the record st raig ht t ha t i t is not the k ind of 
program that is conducted here at Front Royal.

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman , the thing  I read was from the curriculum 
of Fro nt Royal. T hat’is the Fro nt Royal program tha t I read off to 
you.

The Chairman. I  will put  the audit in the record.
(The audit  referred to follows:)
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METHOD OF MISSIONA RY WORK QUESTIONED

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I  wonder whether  there is all tha t 
difference. There is a formal difference, true. The Ful bright  people 
go to thei r own institutions, I suppose they have to be approved at  ade
quate educational institutions, but beyond tha t they are free to go 
where they  want, I  think. I assume the statement you make is correct. 
You do know, of course.

But all these institut ions are educating against a general background 
and with a philosophy of freedom. Now, this is j ust as basic in the 
Fulbrig ht program as it is in th is program here. I  wonder, therefore,  
if there is quite the grea t difference. Isn ’t the  important question really 
whether this thin g is working or not? I think we are entitled to try  
to spread the word th at freedom and democracy is the best way to op
erate a society in a country, and I am sure nobody wants to apologize 
for that. We are enti tled to do it as missionaries in any way th at works. 
The question of whether the old-fashioned type of missionary work 
was sensible was not based upon the fact  t ha t it  was wrong but tha t 
it perhaps was not the soundest way to do it and certainly  it is not now.

Mr. Meant. Is n’t th is the whole idea of the entire AID  program ?
Senator  Case. I don’t know how you can deny it.
Mr. Meant. T his sum of money tha t you mention as being used bv 

AIFL D is just a tiny, minute part of the entire AID program and 
the entire AID  program is not spent by the Government but univer
sities and foundations and so and so.

Senator Case. W hether i t is infected by a group of people who are 
so ha rd nosed and embittered by the cold war and so h ard  and bitte r 
is another matter. I have not seen from the evidence I  have inspected, 
we have not really much evidence on th at  point, Mr. Chairman.

UAW  PART OF AIFLD ACTIVITY

The Chairman. Has  the UA W ever been a par t of th is activity, Mr. 
Meany ?

Mr. Meant. Yes, sir. One of the incorpora tors of the AI FL D was 
Mr. Walter R euther and he stayed on the board of the AI FL D and 
participated in i ts work until  he had a qua rrel about some other mat
ters and then he left the AF L-C IO. He was an incorporator  of this 
organization and his name is on the incorporating papers rig ht from 
the start.

The Chairman. And he approves of this activity ?
Mr. Meant. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. That is news to me.
Mr. Meany. Yes; of course, he may not approve of it now tha t he 

is out of the AFL -CIO  but  he did  approve i t while he was wi th us.
The Chairman. When did he leave the AFL -CIO ?
Mr. Meant. I n May of 1968. But he resigned as an executive board 

member in 1967.
The Chairman. Do you know of any precedent for any other activ

ity of this character in which the money is turned over to an organiza
tion similar to yours?

Mr. Meant. To a private institution ?
The Chairman. Yes. I would say the money in the case of the 

foreign-----
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Mr. M eany . I wou ld l ike  to check on tha t. I am q uite sure th at  th ere  
are pr iv at e insti tut ion s in Am erica  t ha t use t his  a id money un de r con
trac ts  w ith  A ID , the  same as we do. I  do n ot  hav e the  m ate ria l here .

EX CH AN GE  PROGRAM

Th e Chairman . I  use  th e e xch ang e p rogram  as an ill us tra tio n.  T his  
money is n ot  a dm ini ste red  by a pr ivate in st itu tio n in th at  sense  at all. 
I t  is a  govern me nt operati on  ju st  as the State  D ep ar tm en t is a govern
ment operat ion .

Mr.  Meany. Th is is a  governm ent contr act  opera tio n, too.
The Chairman. An d the  A ID  is a governm ent opera tion. I do not 

know o f an y case quite  like th is  where  the  organiz ati on  has the f reedom 
you have  to spend the m oney , th e freedo m th at  A IF L D  has been given 
to opera te in the  for eig n field. Ce rta in ly  the  dir ection of  the cultu ral  
exchange pro gra ms  is n ot  s im ila r to t he  edu cat ion al ac tiv itie s a t Fr on t 
Eo yal.

Mr.  Meany. We pla y a part  in the  exchan ge prog ram, Mr.  Cha ir 
man . We  pla y a la rge p ar t in  the  exchang e prog ram .

The Chairman . Y ou mea n by  br inging  students  here  ?
Mr. Mea nt . Yes.
Th e C hairm an . Yes, th at  is wha t------
Mr.  Mean y. No, not  a t F ro nt Royal , I  am t alking  ab out  the  re gu lar 

exc hange program s all over the  world  t hr ou gh  the  L ab or  D ep ar tm en t 
finan ced com pletely  by Uncle  Sam. W e had  a t o ur  conven tion  in  Miami 
in December o f 1967, we had  175 v isi tor s the re all brou gh t here by the 
U.S . Govern ment w ith  ou r coo peratio n.

The Chairman . Tha t is th e le aders hip  pr og ram ?
Mr.  Mean y. Yes.

A PPO IN T M E N T  OF  LABO R ATTA CHES

The Chairm an . Do you hav e any con trol over the  appo int me nt  of 
ou r lab or  atta ches who ar e sen t ab road  ?

Mr.  Meany. Control, no. We  m ake  s uggestio ns. I  would not  say we 
con tro l it  at  all. Bu t we have reco mmended a numb er of  people* and  
they  hav e been accep ted and  are serv ing  abroad, yes.

The C hairm an . Do you know  Mr. George  Delaney  ?
Mr. M eany. Yes.
The  Chairm an . Wh o is he ?
Mr. Meany. He  is a special assis tan t to the  Se cre tar y of State , and 

I  th ink his  job  is sort of  a lia ison betw een the  State Dep ar tm en t and 
the  Labo r Depart me nt.

The Chairm an . H e is the Co ordina tor of  In te rn at io na l La bo r A f
fa irs . isn’t he?

Mr. Meany. Yes.
The Chairm an . An d w asn ’t he  fo rm erly  an official of the A FL -C IO  ?
Mr. Meany. No.
The Chairman. He was not ?
Mr.  Meany. No, he was  not.
The Chairm an . Or  one of it s un ions.
Mr.  M ean y. He  was a m ember, I  do  not know if  he  was e ver  an offi

cial  of an y o f our  unions.
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The Chairm an . O f its  a ffilia ted unions?
Mr. Meant . H e was  a rep res entat ive , a wo rker' s rep resentati ve , on 

the IL O represen tin g the U.S . Government . He worked in th e La bo r 
De partm ent. He has been in Governm ent servi ce t o my knowledge  fo r 
over 20 yea rs.

The Chairm an . I  was  to ld  he was a rep res en tat ive of one of  yo ur  
unions  t hat  had  come out o f yo ur  organiza tio n, the  A R L-C IO .

Mr.  Meany . He  was a  memb er of  a union.
Th e C hairman . He  does pa ss on a ll ass ignments  of l abor att aches?  I 

« am no t t ry in g to cri tic ize , but  i t is t he  f ac tual  s itu at ion I  am try in g to
develop. T here seems to  be a very  close ti e, o r th ere has been, a nd  it  may 
be p erf ec tly  pr op er  bu t I  t hi nk  t hat  it  i s a que stio n fo r us to  consider 
as to  whethe r o r not  we do s up po rt an ac tiv ity  of th is  ki nd  wh ich  is no t

•  rea lly  a governm ent one. I t  is very difficult t o  know  wha t it  is  doing.
Is  the  Se na tor fr om  New  Jer sey thr ou gh  ?
Se na tor  Case. Yes, I  have  been.
Th e Chairm an . The  S en ato r from  Wyoming .
Se na tor McGee. St ill  h ere,  Mr. Ch air ma n.
Th e Chairman . I  wish you  would  no t sit  un de r th a t lig ht , it  is so 

difficult to see.
Se na tor  McGee. Th at  is the  pr ice  I  pay  for  being  the l as t man on t he  

lad der.
Th e Chairm an . Ju st  move around  ov er here.

EXCHANGE BETWEEN SENATOR FULBRIGHT AND SECRETARY ROGERS

Se na tor M cGee. Mr. Ch air man , I  ha ve th ou gh t o f w ha t I  migh t best  
seek t o do here , as  we wind  th is  up.  W e h ave  w and ere d af ar  in to many,  
ma ny  fields, in all  kind s of dire ctio ns,  an d I  t hi nk  th a t th e focu s has 
been put by  th e Ch air man , on the  one ha nd , in one context? and by Mr. 
Meany , on the oth er,  i n a dif ferent  con tex t, and I  w ould like  to take a 
look  a t each .

Th e Ch air man  says we are  here to examin e the prog ram whi ch is 
now subsidized by A ID  in  Lat in  Am eric a.

Mr.  M eany says h e is  he re to tr y  to  str aigh ten ou t t he  all egation  that  
the prog ram i tse lf is some kind  o f a payoff fo r h is su pp or t o f the  Gov-

* ernm en t in  Vietn am.
I  was  he re fo r the or ig in al  he ar ing an d sa t th roug h the  exchang e 

the  Ch airm an  ha d wi th Se cretary of St at e Rog ers.  To  pin it  down 
tig ht ly , I  wou ld like  to read  into the rec ord  the rel evant pas sage as 

» tak en  f rom  th e he ar ing on Mo nday,  J uly  14,1969.
In  th at he ar ing Se cretary Roger s an d the Ch airm an  were in a 

colloquy con cerning a le tter  fro m Mr.  St aa ts.  The Ch air ma n, and I  
quo te now, ref ers to ju st ifyi ng  the prog ram in  Lat in  Am erica to 
which  questio ns h ad  been put he re th is morning  an d I  quote th e p hrase 
ex ac tly :

. . . w hat is th e  ju st if ic at io n fo r po ur in g out  ov er  $1 m ill ion a  y ear to  Mr. 
Meany  to  bu ild  up  his  un ions  in  L ati n  Amer ica?  W hat is  th e  ju st if ic ati on  fo r it ?  
Is this the price that  we pay them to support us in Vietnam?

Now, th a t is th e re cord of t hat  excha nge.
In  response to  Se creta ry  Ro ge rs'  rep ly  th at he wou ld have to see 

the le tte r before he cou ld com ment on it.  T he  Ch airm an  then  in  a re 
sponse proceeds  to  sa y :
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“I can unders tand why the previous adminis tration pursued it, ’ 
meaning this program in Lat in America, “because they had such a 
stalwar t supporter in Mr. Meany."

Earlie r in the record there are two related references th at I think  
leave no doubt, at least, about the sharp line tha t is drawn, and tha t 
is that the money tha t is involved in this program is over $20 million 
a year-----

The Chairman. Not a year.
Senator  McGee. No; excuse me, $20 million total allocated to the 

AF L-C IO. I  quote:
$1 million a year, and it appears to be rather  unusual to have turned over 

tha t much money to Mr. Meany. Of course, Mr. Meany has been a very strong 
supporter of the previous administration’s foreign policy, especially in Vietnam 
and elsewhere, and Mr. Lovestone, reputedly his principal foreign policy adviser, 
has been all out in pursuance of the cold war.

Now, I  read those in to the  record, Mr. Chairman, to  make sure that 
we are not talkin g about a newspaper report of what happened or 
of somebody’s recollection of what happened or what was intended.

Now, I think on th at score, Mr. Meany’s interest in asking for an 
appearance somewhere with somebody sometime has some very sub
stantive reason behind it. I think the record supports  that. 

RELEVANCE OF PAYOFF CHARGE TO PROGRAM IN  LATIN AMERICA NOT SEEN

But  this would enti tle me as a member of this committee to ask a 
followup question, and tha t is how can we proceed then to establish 
the relevance between the charge of a payoff and the pursu it and de
velopment of a program in Latin  America ? I think if we don’t close 
tha t gap th at the charge ought to be withdrawn and tha t is where we 
get to the second pa rt of our hearing today, as I  heard my colleagues 
spell it out, and tha t is, wha t is the program all about? Is there possi
bly some reason for the p rogram, and I liave yet to hear from anybody 
here today tha t somehow th e configuration of this program was in 
direct reflex response to something tha t happened in Vietnam.

As I  look over the  testimony of Mr. Meany, and read it very care
fully. the de tailing of the dimensions of the program there, the listing 
of the nonprogram activities of th e AF L-C IO, the span of time tha t 
both encompassed, if I may say so, it seems to make some kind of pre tty 
good sense if there never had been a Vietnam, never been a Berlin,  a 
China or Russia or anybody else, that the issue here really ought to 
be confined to  the operation of this  program in La tin America.

We have been talkin g here a lit tle  bit about wha t business a  labor or
ganization has in involving itse lf with the activities of laborers in 
other countries.

When I  used to be involved in these programs, not a labor program, 
we were involved in getting students involved, we were involved in 
getting businessmen involved, businessman to businessman, banker to  
banker, livestockman to livestockman. I had a group from my State go 
to Peru to t ry  to spend time wi th them spreading a lit tle b it of know
how in breeding herds of livestock as the experience in Wyoming would 
have dictated.
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Wo have towns adopt ing towns, we have government employees in  
cities matching government employees all over because we think  this is 
an effective way outside the formalit ies of diplomacy, outside of the 
rigidities of government relationships to strengthen ties and under
standings of images with other  countries. It  just seems to me there is so 
much basic substan tive good sense for establishing the same rappo rt 
in labor ways, and it is not confined to Latin America, I  unders tand, 
but in other areas of the  world, too, tha t I do not see the relevance be
tween this as a payoff to  our very difficult and controversial and often

* incomprehensible position in Vietnam. I thin k our record ought to 
be made clear on tha t score.

Mr. Meany has said to us t ha t he is not here  to petition for money 
for this program. He is here on this other reason. But  I think tha t

* we still ought to understand the program tha t is in contention here, 
and I think it ought to be divorced entirely from our assessment of 
Vietnam.

ALLEGED BASIS OF AIFLD GOVERNMENT SUPPORT

The Chairman. Will the Senator yield at that  point ?
Senator McGee. Yes; I will be glad to yield.
The Chairman. Does the Senator  believe that AIFL D would have 

received the kind  of support it had if Mr. Meany had opposed the in
tervention in the Dominican Republic or had opposed the policy in 
Vietnam ?

Senator McGee. Let me say tha t I would not be in the omniscient 
position of judging what  would have happened on something tha t did 
not happen, though some people can. I hesitate to do so. I only say 
tha t regardless of what he ever had thought anywhere else in the 
world t ha t this makes good sense in Lat in America. I  have seen some 
of it in operation there  and I think tha t ought to be our focus.

The Chairman. Well, that is a different question from the one I  
thought the Senator was making. All th at my comments were intended 
to show was that the very strong  and vigorous suppor t, endorsement 
of President Johnson’s policy in Vietnam, was certainly not incon
sistent with continued and increasing contributions from the Federal 

< Treasury.  Tha t is all I mean.
Senator  McGee. I t has nothing to do with the merit of a p rogram 

tha t ought to be suppor ted in good sense and well could be supported 
as a matt er of good sense ?

» The Chairman. That could be considered a separate question.
Senator McGee. I think the innuendo of the Chairman’s state

ment—
The Chairman. It  is not an innuendo. It  is a statement of fact.
Mr. Meany. It  is an inference, it is an innuendo, and it indicates 

to me th at you feel tha t anyone tha t disagrees with you on foreign 
policy must have an ulte rior motive, tha t somebody must pay them off’. 
Who paid you when you voted to support thei r policy in Vietnam? 
Somebody pay you for tha t? I don’t t hink so. But I have as much 
right to say tha t somebody paid you f or voting  for the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution as you have to say tha t Johnson was paying me for sup
porting him in Vietnam.

33-948 —69-
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The Chairman. I did not say tha t you had-----
Mr. Meant. You supported the Government for quite a while in 

this area.
The Chairman. I made it quite clear at the beginning tha t as an 

individual you have a right  to support  tha t policy i f you like, because 
many people do, as the Senator  from Wyoming has all along. He 
has a perfect right to do so and it is quite possible that history will 
prove him to be correct. But tha t is a different matt er from supplying 
large sums of money to you to be used with the freedom tha t this record 
shows you use it.

Air. Meant. Mr. Chairman, they  were not supplying money to  me. 
This money is used to carry  out U.S. Government foreign policy. Now 
you may not agree with tha t policy. But the people who approve the 
use of this money in this way agree tha t it is a good thing to help 
develop free t rade unions, th at  the free trade unions can play a p art in 
developing viable democratic societies, and the development of viable 
democratic societies in L atin  America is in the in terest of the  United  
States of America.

VA LU E OF AIF LD  ACT IV IT IE S QUE ST IO NE D

The Chairman. Mr. Meany, you can outtalk  me, you can shout louder 
than  I can, but I wish you would let me finish a sentence and then T 
will let you finish one.

You are assuming the  very point at issue, as to whether or not your 
activities do promote this policy. There is a very great and growing 
sentiment in th is Congress and I think in the country tha t our policy 
of tryi ng to preserve the status quo in Latin  America is against our 
interest, tha t our policy in Latin America has been a failure. I have 
already cited that, and I  certa inly share th at view certainly beginning 
with the Dominican intervention tha t our policy in relation to Latin 
America has deteriorated very seriously, and your activities through 
AIFLD,  I think,  on the merits, are very questionable as to whether 
they are contribut ing to the interests of this country. This is the matter  
at issue. Tha t is a different mat ter really from the one that the Senator 
from Wyoming raised. You could not cite any precedent of any other 
labor  union or organizat ion having  any such similar treatment. This 
is a fact of life.

I have no doubt that  it is reflected in other relationships and it is 
not unusual and it certain ly is not disreputable. You have every righ t 
to do as you please about your policy but we also, in our responsibi li
ties of approving this kind of expenditure of funds, have our 
responsibility.

PR OC ED UR E FOR EX PE N D IT U R E OF  FUNDS IS  T H E  IS SU E

It  is most unusual, and I can th ink of no precedents in which this 
kind of money is given to an organization to use with such freedom. 
I understated tha t when I  said $20 million, actually I was being much 
too modest.

Senator McGee. $33 million.
The Chairman. It  is over $30 million. It  is very unusual to be 

given to an organizat ion for disposition, as i t has, as this has been
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done, without the kind of direction that, say, the State  Department 
has. In  a sense it is a small State Department in Latin America, and 
it is a question of whether or not this is a proper procedure. That  is 
what is at issue. That is the issue I was raising in the previous  meeting, 
and I thou ght tha t was the issue to be raised today as to whether  or 
not this is a legitimate  and proper  way to dispense public funds.

Mr. Meant. Well, you, Mr. Chairman, you are infe rring that  the 
Government gives us this money and has nothing to do wi th it. This 
is ridiculous. Every  cent of this money-----

The Chairman. I read you the official reports.
Mr. Meant. Every  cent of this money is accounted for under your 

Government regulations, it is got to be, and if it isn’t, criticize the 
State Department, don 't criticize me for that.

The Chairman. I read you the reports and certain ly that  
criticism-----

Mr. Meant. You read me one sentence of the report.
The Chairman. I will read the rest of  it. It,  as you correctly state, 

is not related jus t to you. It  is the  lack of supervision by A ID. It  is, 
as you proper ly said, a reflection upon the administration of A ID 
itself. Tha t is quite clear, I think , from the record. It is not saying 
tha t you personally, certainly,  or even AIFL D is the organization 
which has the responsibil ity fo r th at supervision. Bu t nevertheless the 
effect is tha t it is administered without supervision, tha t is what the 
report says.

Mr. Meant. Th at is not-----
The Chairman. The fa ul t o f it  be ing------
Mr. Meant. Mr. Chairman, that is not true, that is not true.
J he Chairman. Without its control. I read it there. I will read it 

again if  you like.
Mr. Meant. Mr. Chairman, we have had GAO people in tha t office 

every day practically for the last 2 years. Monday of this week they 
were still there.

The Chairman. Well, these are not-----
Mr. Meant. If  you say that is not supervision-----
The Chairman. These are not my ideas, these are in, I told you, the 

draft of the follow-on audit by the GAO. I  read you par t of it. This, 
of course, has not yet been made public; this is the latest one-----■

Mr. Meant. Could I get a copy of that ?
The Chairman. You will eventually.
Air. Meant. Even tually.
The Chairman. A ID will have it and through AID you will get i t, 

as vou did, I believe, the previous one.
Mr. Meant. I tried  to get it the last few days and was told it was a 

secret document.
The Chairman. Well, until they have been finalized, all of these 

reports are what they call confidential, but are not intended as a clas
sified document when completed. But these are the latest ones we 
have. I have the previous one which contains statements similar to 
this latest one, such as “also we found that AIFLD performed the 
functions it desires regardless  of what is called for in the task orders. 
In Chile, for example, the task order stated that in 1969 AIFLD will 
give six national seminars of 6 weeks duration.  However, the Chile
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country labor plan does not include any 6 weeks seminars at all, and we 
have been informed t ha t A IFLD  has not given the 6 week seminar in 
Chile since 1967,” and so on. I t goes on, I  don’t want to bore you with 
a long reading, but there is exactly the same idea tha t I read you 
before.

You may have a very good point tha t AID  is falling down in its 
responsibilities in not checking your program more closely. I thank 
the Senator for yielding bu t I  think  there are several distinct questions 
involved here.

Now the question that  bothers the  Senator is that when one is agree
able to a P residen t he is trea ted more kindly. I can test ify tha t th at is 
true  and I  believe the Senator f rom Wyoming can testify to it. I  know 
it from my own experience, and the reverse, I  will say, is also true. So 
there is no thing  unusual about that . There  is no use in being so self- •
righteous and not recognizing the facts of political life.

PAYOFF ALLEGATON IS NOT THE ISSUE

Senator McGee. May I say, Mr. Chairman, there is quite a difference 
between being invited down to the sitti ng room of  the White House 
and launching a program in the national interest-----

The Chairman. This  is much more serious.
Senator McGee (continuing ). In  Latin  America, and I  don’t t hink  

this is something we ought to be playing games with or takin g lightly.
This is serious.

The Chairman. I agree with  you.
Senator McGee. I f there has been a payoff we want to know about 

the payoff. And if there is nothin g here t ha t suggests a payoff I  think 
it only discredits the level of  the hearing because if there is a wise 
program is a legitimate question to be raised by the members of 
this committee. Whether the money is wisely spent in the right places 
ought to be challenged. But  I thin k we ought to do away now once and 
for all with an allegation that  nobody is willing  to produce testimony 
on tha t says, “Look, George, if you hang by us m Vietnam we will see 
you get this boondoggle in La tin America.” No one has suggested tha t 
and th at is  why I  would like to keep the  level of the hearing where we 
can get at the root problems in th is program. That is the basis of the -
plea of the Senator from Wyoming, and I was impressed with  the non
government activities of some of  the labor groups in Lat in America 
tha t have no relevance to what  is going on elsewhere or our own 
Government programs down there. *

But I  th ink i t is well worth keeping in mind th at the accumulation 
of whatever hostile sentiment may be in Lat in America, so f ar as I  
know, hasn’t been hostile sentiment against any kind of a labor pro
gram there. I think it might have to do with some of the military 
programs.

How many generals have you tra ined  in your program, Mr. Meany ?
Mr. Meant. None.
Senator  McGee. Really what it comes down to, as I see it, Mr. Chair

man, are the things tha t I think you and I stand for to try  to de- 
emphasize the mili tary and to discourage, i f possible, in whatever rea
sonable way we can, milita ry takeovers or  mili tary dictatorships . Our 
goals are aided and abetted by any effort from the outside that has some
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reasonable sense of direction with it and some expertise  associated 
with it, outside the  configuration of government o r inside. I  th ink we 
strengthen our chances to raise the level of that k ind of a new endeavor 
of a new capability in some of these areas that haven’t moved along as 
far in political ways as others have. And tha t is the reason T am really 
mystified at our effort, to try to shoot down here or to try to discredit or 
to try  to smear o r whatever you want to call it, an endeavor tha t is 
another endeavor in this  direction. I thin k there ought to be some 
Brownie points for that .

I happen to think it works well, too, but we differ on that and tha t 
is the  reason I think we ought to get th is whole hearing  on th is issue 
back to the test of the program and not to these allegations  about 
payoffs.

I  t hink  all that does is cloud the  air, and makes it  difficult f or the 
rest of us on the committee to assess the program itself.

NE WS  RELEASES ON DOCKERY REPOR T

I had a couple of questions tha t I wanted to pursue with you in 
regard to your testimony, Mr. Meany. In your text you referred to 
the fact that aft er the release of the Dockery report the item was 
picked up by unfriendly news media throughout the world and made 
to appear  as an attack on A IFL D by the Senate subcommittee.

Mr. Meany. Exactly.
Senator McGee. Do you have anyth ing that you could insert in 

our record?
Mr. Meant. I can put  in the record a release from the Moscow 

radio, peace and progress in English broadcast to  Central America in 
Ju ly of 1968 and it says, I will jus t read the first few paragraphs:

The Senate Commit tee on Inter-Am erican Affair s has published a report on th e 
activities of the  so-called American Insti tu te  for the Development of Free Tra de 
Unions. The autho rs of th is report point  out  th at  this  ins titute  has become the 
main  instrument for  the  U.S. Government for  the practical  execut ion of its 
policy to ward Latin American tra de  unions.

And the report goes, on, of course slandering, I think, the AFL -

Then, of course, we have a report Jul y 3,1969, from the Daily World, 
tha t is the Communist paper , the successor to the Daily Worker  in 
New York, and the last paragraph, I will just read that:

From  the exper ience since la st  summer when a Senate subcommittee, headed  
by Senator  Wayne  Morse, looked into  AIF LD and  what use it  made of the  
millions the government gives it, the  advice in th at  study th at  AIFLD be 
liqu idated may find wider acceptance.

Well, there  was no such advice in the release. Senator Morse did 
not condemn the AIFL D in any way a t all, and he disclaimed respon
sibility for the report. This is what was known as a staff report. The 
repor t itself says that the members of  the committee are not  responsi
ble for what is in it, and still it was used by people unfriendly to us 
to claim tha t it  condemned the AIF LD , and when I say “unfr iendly to 
us,” I mean in this country as well as abroad.

“The Dockery study and the GAO report,” according to this dis
claimer “are published at this time solely as the basis for discussion 
and fur ther  inquiry. The points of view expressed do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions of the subcommittee or any member thereo f.”
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Bu t sti ll th is went out and was accepted as an official Governme nt 
doc um ent  whi ch conta ine d conc lusions th at  were officially made by a 
com peten t com mit tee o f th e C ongress.

Now , of  course, we fe lt th is  was un fa ir , and I  wro te to Se na tor  
Morse, we ana lyzed the re po rt , we showed the  d iscrepancies th at  were 
in  i t, and we asked th a t we be allo wed to  app ea r before t he  subco mm it
tee,  and Se na tor  M orse  by le tte r agr eed  to have  a he ar ing of  the sub
commit tee and , as I  say  again , I  am no t cri tic izi ng  Se na tor  Morse. 
Th e circ umstan ces  t hat  deve lope d in conn ection wi th  hi s own election,  
camp aig n fo r ree lect ion, were such  th at  he  ne ver  c ot  a roun d to havin g 
his  subcomm ittee  meet. B ut he did  pu t in the  Con gressio nal  Record  
the le tte r T sen t to him  and also the sum ma ry of  ou r answer to th is  
so-called  D ockery repo rt.

Se na tor M cGee. Well , I  won der  if  we could  add  also fo r t he  r ecord 
the followup on anoth er  reference  you make in ad di tio n to the  su g
ges tion  I  have ju st  req ueste d; nam ely, how the press mis rea d and  
rea cte d to  it.

You  refe r to  a numb er of  i nac curacies in the Dockery rep ort. Cou ld 
they  be su bm itte d in th e re co rd  ?

Mr.  Mea nt . Yes.
Se na tor  McGee. I  wo uld like to  pu t them alongsid e.
Mr. Mea nt . Yes; we have  alr eady  p ut them  in .
(Se e pag e 10 fo r Morse cor respondence and sum ma ry of Dockery 

repo rt.  Th e press release was not fu rnish ed  as of  the  tim e o f p rin tin g. )

IN DEP EN DE NT  ATFLD VEN TURES

Se na tor M cGee. Now, I  th in k,  in  t ry in g to use reasona ble  ju dgme nt 
in  th is  m at te r in ter ms  of any connection  between the  preced ing  ad 
min is tra tio n and wh at you are  do ing  in Lat in  Am eric a, I  have tak en 
the time to  check  a numb er of  th ings  in yo ur  tes tim ony th at sug ges t 
th at  you  w ere there on y ou r o wn in  ve ry subs tan tia l ways w ith ou t any 
releva nce  to  govern me nt spo nso rsh ip.

I  see in 1960, th e $20,000 th at you, th ro ug h yo ur  organiz ation , 
ap pr op riated  to  stu dy  the feas ibili ty  of  unionism  in  Lat in  Am eric a, 
in the dev elopment  of  th e fre e trad e union  developmen t as your  
objec tive; you  are  spend ing  according  to  y ou r reference  20 perce nt of 
your  incom e on in ter na tio na l ac tiv itie s where  you  join ed wi th  bus ines s 
leaders,  a nd  you deta iled the  iden tit y o f tho se le ade rs in a j oi nt  effort to 
tr y  to  make th is  th in g work. I t  wasn’t a na rro wl y based, pr ivately 
or ien ted  lab or  c rus ade of  some sort . That  the  A FL -C IO  has co ntrib 
ute d fro m it s own coffers , you  said, $2,300,000 in o ther r ela ted  ac tiv itie s 
pr iva tel y.  Th is is no t th ro ug h A IF LD . A FL -C IO  an d its rel ate d 
groups  ha ve p ut  in $31 m illi on fo r low-cost wo rke r housing, you say?

Mr.  M ea nt . That  is true;  $18 m illi on  f rom  A FL -C IO  aff iliates  an d 
$13 millio n fro m Connect icu t Ge neral  and Connect icu t Mutu al Li fe  
Insurance Cos.

Se na tor  McGee. Thi s i s no t thr ou gh  th e a egis  of  the A ID  p ro gra m ; 
th is is outsid e of  it, is  tha t corr ec t ?

Mr . Mea nt . No, no ; th is  is the money we use to finance these 
housing pro jec ts which  are  constru cte d un de r the aeg is of  A IF L D  
and  AID .
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Senator McGee. They determine the need, is that it? I want to 
make sure of my statement.

Mr. Meant. Oh, yes. The money, the actual money, for  the con
struction  comes from our union.

LA TIN AM ERICA N STU DENT EXCHANGE

Senator McGee. Yes. Young Latin American students that have 
been exchanged from time to time were under  the AID program. Have 
you had any tha t were not ?

Mr. Meany. No. You see, Senator, there is this overall exchange 
program which has been in existence for some years in which the 
trade unionists come from all over the world to the United States  and 
our trade unionists go to other countries. This is not connected with 
our program,  AIFL D. The A IFLD  program is to bring young t rade  
unionists here from Latin America for  an 8- to 12-week course in 
the basic elements of a trade union movement, also in the basic ele
ments of a free society. Tha t was the curriculum which I read a few 
minutes ago from the Fro nt Royal institute.

Now, we pay these people their  subsistence while they are here so 
they can support  their  families.

After they go back they act as instructors in the branch institutes 
in Latin America. We have branch institutes in 15 or 18 countries 
down there, and they, in turn,  impart the  knowledge that they gained 
here to the membership in Latin America.

Senator McGee. That  is where the number 100,000 comes in.
Mr. Meany. Oh, yes; it is over 100,000.
We feel th at this  is in the interests of our own Government, and our  

own Government’s foreign policy. I t is on th is basis that we feel th at 
the development of free societies, especially in the Western Hemi
sphere, is in the interests of the United  States of America. The 
Kennedy administration agreed with this.

Now, when President  Kennedy announced the Alliance fo r Progress 
we already had this institu tion in being, and I talked to President  
Kennedy, and I said to him in effect, if  the Alliance for Progress is 
going to pour aid money into Lat in America through the established 
societies that they have there it will result in the r ich getting a little  
richer and the gap between poor and rich becoming wider.

We felt that fo r the Alliance to be a success that these moneys should 
be used in a way tha t would build  up the liv ing standards of the g reat 
mass of the people, and we felt, too, tha t the development of free 
trade  unions would make a contr ibution toward tha t end.

SOCIAL PRO JEC TS----WORKERS’ BA NK

President Kennedy agreed with our approach on this, and it was 
under his administration t ha t the arrangements were made for us, to 
set up a social projects department,  ap art from the educational end of 
it, in A IFL D to ca rry on these social projects and the social projects 
I mentioned are housing, consumer cooperatives, credit unions, even 
the workers’ bank.

Now the workers’ bank was sta rted through a loan from the AID  
which w'e promoted, we promoted this  idea, and they loaned them 
about $3 million, but with the stipulation that  they couldn’t get the 
$3 million until they raised $300,000 from thei r own membership.
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Let  me te ll you  th at th e ra is ing of $300,000 in Lima , Pe ru , from 
wo rke rs in  t hat  a rea  w hen you conside r th e wages t he y ge t seemed an 
alm ost ins urmo un tab le obs tacle, bu t they  did  rais e th e $300,000, they  
did get  the  lo an, an d the y now  h ave  and have h ad  fo r 5 ye ars  a  going 
co rporati on  th at  has  mo rtg ag e loans on any numb er of  housing pr oj 
ects, and  which has 11,000 worker depo sito rs.

We th in k th is is  all to the good.

IMPO RT AN CE OF FRE E TRADE U N IO N  MO VEME NT

We  th in k the development  of  fre e trad e unions  in its el f acts  as a 
gu aran tee th at  th ere will  be a fre e socie ty, because if  the re  isn ’t a free  
socie ty there can’t be any fre e trad e unions , and we feel  th at all  of 
thes e th ings  are  in  the  in ter es ts of  ou r country , and  we come to th is 
conc lusio n, Sena tor , because of  ou r experience  over the pas t.

I th in k the Com munis ts rea lize the importance of  trad e unio ns. I  
nev er he ard of the Comm unists tryin g to  ge t con trol of the  great  
bus ines s in st itut io ns ; they do n’t bo ther wi th the business  ins tituti ons, 
bu t the v do spe nd gr ea t effo rts to  ge t control of  w ork er org ani zat ion s. 
They di d in  It al y  in 1948, tried  de spera tel y to get c ont rol  of th e w ork er 
organiz ati ons in It al y,  a nd  th ey  d id  not  succeed because the  Ame rican 
tra de  unions , wi tho ut any  governm ent pa rti cipa tio n,  helped  i n seeing 
th at  t hat fre e t ra de  un ion  move ment was preserved .

Th e same th ing happ ened  in  Fr an ce  when they  ca ptur ed  the old 
Fr en ch  tra de  union m ovem ent. When l iberati on  came, a new gr ou p was 
set up,  a nd  the  A .F . of L. a t t h a t tim e helped  finance th at  g roup , and, 
th is  was don e because of o ur  experience.

CZECH TRAD E U N IO N  MO VE ME NT

Ju st  th in k of  wh at ha pp en ed  in Czechoslov akia  22 years  ago. Th e 
Comm unists di dn ’t hav e control of  any of  the gr ea t industr ies  of 
Czec hoslovakia, th ey  di dn ’t h ave  any  control o f th e gr ea t ba nk ing i ns ti
tu tio ns  of  Czechoslova kia, they  d id n’t have  any control of  an y votes  o f 
any substan ce in the Czech Pa rli am en t, bu t they  manag ed to  achieve 
control of  t he  trad e union movement. Th ey  di dn ’t tu rn  th e members 
int o Com munists. T hey  d id n’t become Com munist s. T hey are  not Com
mu nis ts to day .

Se na tor  McGee. You mean th e tr ad e un ion  movement in  Czech
oslovak ia ?

Mr. Mea nt . Czechos lovakia. B ut  the Com munist s too k con trol of 
th is  o rgan iza tio n in  1947, and th ey  t ied up  the  city of Pr ag ue . There  
wasn’t a loaf  of  bread  bak ed, there wasn’t a qu ar t of  milk  del ive red , 
there  wa sn’t  a teleph one in  op erat ion,  there wa sn’t a radio in op era
tio n, there wa sn’t  a wheel tu rn ed . I t  was a dea d city , and the n the y 
went to Edw ar d Benes and those in charg e of  the Government  and  
they  said . “W e have pro ved  th a t we have the  peop le of th is  coun try  
wi th  us. We  have  tied up th is  city.”

And  let me tel l you wh at  happened . W ithi n 7 day s af te r they  got  
a com promise ou t of  Benes and got one Ca bin et pos t, Mini ste r of  
In te rn al  Secu rity , w ith in 7 day s th e Czech people lost  th ei r freedom .

They di dn ’t bo ther wi th  the ban ks.  Bu t the  ban ks went down the  
dra in  wi th th e business insti tu tio ns . Th ey  ha d done t hi s because the y
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had secured control of the means of production by control ling the trade  
union movement, and they proved tha t they had control  by shutt ing 
down the city of Prague. And within 7 days they had control, and the 
Czech people lost the ir freedom and they haven’t got the ir freedom 
back. . . . .

And let me tell you, I knew some of the Czech tra de unionists  back 
in those days. I was active in those days, and let me say to you they 
were just as devoted to freedom and just  as patriotic as were the citi
zens of any  country on earth but still they lost their  f reedom because 
the Communists got control of the  workers’ trade  union movement, and 
this is what we want to prevent.

We feel th at we have a selfish interest in this. We want to maintain  
a free society here in the United States, and we have every good rea
son to have a stake in a free society because under  a free society we 
have managed throu gh a free trade union movement to brin g to 
workers the highest standard of living that prevails in the  entire world 
righ t here in the United States.

So we have a stake in this.
There are people in Government who believe that the development 

of free t rade unions in other part s of the world is in the interests of 
the United State s of America, and that is why, tha t is how we are 
into this  part icular thing. We don’t get any members in Lat in America, 
We spend our money in Latin  America. We spend the money of Ameri
can tra de unions in Latin America. We spend over 20 percent of our 
nationa l income of the AF L-CIO,  we spend it outside the country, 
spend it in Asia, in Africa,

PROGRAM IN  AFRICA

I didn’t testi fy on i t but we have a going prog ram in Africa where 
we have a different situation, where we are not really at the stage 
where we can say we can develop a viable tra de union movement. We 
are devoting most of our money there to vocational train ing,  to tra in 
the workers who never had any train ing. They were just  the source of 
common labor under  colonial rule. Now in these countries we are de
veloping some skills.

We have a tailorin g insti tute project that we started in Nairobi 
about 8 or 9 years ago tha t we financed without any Government assis t
ance whatsoever, and now we have an indus try employing many 
workers in that city making dresses and things like that.

We have a motor drivers and mechanics school in Nigeria. We have 
got all sorts of activ ities going on there  which have nothing  to do with 
AID  or the AIFLD.

FRE E TRADE UN IO NS  IN  U. S.  INTERESTS

So the whole basic idea is th at we believe tha t development of free 
trade unions is in the interest of the whole futu re security of the 
United  States of America.

I say to you i t is very interesting, very interes ting th at we were able 
to get the large corporations of America, and they are large: Rocke
feller Brothers Fund , Inte rnat iona l T. & T., United Corp., David 
Rockefeller personally, Kennecott  Copper Co., Standard  Oil, Ivoppers,



Gillette, Shell Petroleum, Crown Zellerbach. Anaconda, Sterling  
Dru g; even the Reader’s Digest made a contribution;  [laughte r] 
Monsanto Chemical, Merck Co., Pfizer Co., Otis Elevator, all these 
great  corporations some of whom have no relation with unions in the 
United States, but they agreed with us th at it was in the interests of 
the United  States of America to see free trad e unions developed in 
Latin  America and they p ut the ir money in.

PRA ISE FOR WOR K OF AIF LD PROGRAM

Senator  McGee. I could raise my eyebrows if you had gotten a little  
over a million a year, le t’s say, to fund a study group in the  Arctic or 
feed penguins in the  Antarctic, but the thing t ha t we are focusing on 
here is in an area where you relate. Any government or administra tion 
that d idn 't use you there or somebody like that  ought to be investigated.

It  just  seems to me the option that is open to  you in this country 
is enhanced, it is sharpened, i t is increased in te rms of t ryin g to a rrive 
at some kind of improved atmosphere, and I thin k your record over 
the years entitles you to a measure of expertise and makes i t under
standable tha t someone would tur n to  you fo r this  kind o f help in this  
very important and critical p art  of the world and in this way.

I would assume you would be the  first to welcome any study to try 
to tighten up or redirect, add to, whatever it takes, in order to do i t 
better.

Mr. Meant. That is completely correct.
Senator McGee. Do I pu t that  correctly ?
Mr. Meant. Th at is completely so.
Senator  McGee. Well, I would hope tha t we can keep this par tici 

pation going there and, as I see it, there is no skin off your back except 
as a citizen of the United States. As an organiza tion or union there 
is no skin off your back, b ut as a citizen I respect your concern for it 
and I  share it.

Mr. Meant. We have a large organization of practically all citizens 
of the United States  and they have t he same interest as us.

We think we are on the r ight track here. I f the moneys are not being 
expended properly, we would certainly welcome any investigation that 
would prove that.  Insofa r as the accounting procedures, that is some
thin g between AID and the GAO. I am not competent, I am not  an 
accountant, to say whether the bookkeeping methods used are proper. 
That is something th at GAO certain ly would have competence in, and 
I  would certainly believe tha t the AI FL D and AID would conform 
to whatever standards were laid  down by GAO. I have no objection 
to tha t at all.

Senator  McGee. Thank you very much.

COM PAR ING FU LB RIGH T AND LABOR EXCHANGE STUDENTS

I would be interested, and maybe it  belongs in the record here too, if 
we could get i t for the record, and I  am sure with computers someone 
can p ut  it together, a list of two groups, exchange students and Fu l
bright scholars, who might have become activists when they went back 
home. I  t hink  they  ought to be flunked i f they don’t do that. That  is
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what I  think it really comes down to, and I believe the Senator from 
Arkansas believes that , too; they ought to be with us and that is one of 
the reasons we try to get them involved.

I think the impo rtan t thing is that they profit from what they  have 
done in terms of the ir personal outlook or philosophy and believe 
enough to try  to do something about it. I think this is wha t our pro
grams are aiming toward, and I  th ink this is one of the central thrusts 
of A ID,  and I jus t wish we could do more of it rather than  to try  to  
cut it back the way we have been doing.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

WAS HING TO N POST ARTICLE

The Chairman. Well, Mr. Meany, th e hour is gett ing late. There 
are a few articles raising some of the questions upon which the  ques
tions that I have given you have been based. I  want to put them in the 
record but I would like to read part of them to you and have you 
comment on them. Here  is a recent one from a local newspaper, 
the Washington Post of April 21, 1969. I t is by Mr. William Greider. 
Since headlines can often be misleading, as you know, I  won't  read the 
headline. The ar ticle say s: “Blessed with  new subsidies from the Gov
ernment’s foreign aid  program, the  AF L-CIO is pu tting extra muscle 
into its worldwide operations to create counterrevolutionary labor 
movements in underdeveloped countries.”

That is the first paragraph. I t is a rather  long article.
Mr. Meany. That  is the Commie line; that is what the Communists 

say about us every day.
The Chairman. It is.
Mr. Meany. Oh, yes.
The Chairman. Well, are you suggesting tha t either the Washington 

Post or Mr. William Greider are Communists ?
Mr. Meany. No. No ; I  am just  suggesting that they are pa rading the 

Commie line.
The Chairman. Well, if no t Communists you say th at they approve 

of Communists.
Mr. Meany. Wha t is that?
The Chairman. I f they  are not Communists then are you suggesting 

tha t they approve of communism ?
Mr. Meany. No, I do not. I am just suggesting tha t they are follow

ing the  Communist line. The Communist line is that we interfe re the 
minute we go outside of our own country.

Of course, the best financed labor movements in the world are those 
tha t are financed by Moscow. The Ital ian  CGIL and the  French CGT, 
they are  financed directly by Moscow; they have no worry. They don 't 
even collect dues from their members.

The Chairman. Well, Mr. Meany. I have never considered that what 
Moscow does should be a model for what we do. This is the very 
question at issue : if  they do it whether or not it is a justification for us 
to do it.

Mr. Meany. I didn't say it should be a model.



APPROVAL BY HO ST GOVER NMENT

Th e Chairman. I  d on ’t  t hi nk  w ha t they do is  r ele vant to thi s. I  am 
not qu ite  sure  w ha t you  do mean by th at  comment wi th  r eg ard to th is 
art icle. An  ar tic le  by Ber na rd  No ssi ter  rais es an othe r po in t upon 
whi ch a question was rai sed . I wil l pu t th e whole ar tic le  in  th e reco rd. 
I t  sa ys:

Normally, all aid programs undertaken must be approved by the  host govern
ment. But “if in the judgment of the AALC”— 
which  is yo ur  Af rica n o rgan izati on —
getting a written assurance would present difficulties it will be the respon
sibility of the AALC to proceed on verbal assurance but make it a matte r of 
record to AID. Questioned about this, Rutherford Poats AID Deputy Adminis
trator. said he thought the policy was still in force. He said it was “the same 
atti tude’’ AID takes toward other  private  groups it supports and was justified 
because “we are financing a union to union relationship.”

An othe r po in t in the  Gre ider  art ic le  sa ys : “The A ID  financin g, of  
cou rse”—which means A ID  f inancing of th e A IF L D  a nd  the o ther  in 
sti tu tes —it  sa ys : “T he  A ID  financ ing  is n o secret, bu t the new union 
ac tiv itie s do no t req uir e fo rm al  ap prov al  fro m the ‘host  coun ty’ as 
most forei gn  aid  proje cts  do.”

Mr . Mean y. I  have no wa y of  know ing  bu t I do n' t believe  th at  is 
tru e, Mr. Ch airma n. I do n' t th in k we can go in any coun try  unless the 
hos t coun try  is agre eable. I  do n’t th in k A ID  its el f cou ld go in to  a 
coun try  if  the  host country  was  n ot  agreeable.  I f  t hey could n’t, how 
could we?

The C hairm an . A ID  does n ot—i t is tru e.
Mr.  Meany. Bu t we h ave  n o ri ght to go int o these  cou ntr ies . I f  we 

are  not welcome in any  of  these cou ntr ies  the y let us know quite 
qui ckly a nd  I  am  sure we would  leave . So the  id ea we have some spe cial  
pr ivi leg e to go aro und the wo rld  an d inj ect o ur  philosophy into c oun
tries where  the g overn me nt is op posed to  us, I  don’t un de rst an d t hat a t 
all.

(F or text  o f arti cles, see p.  74.)

INTE RN AT IONA L TRADE SECRETA RIAT

The Chairm an . Ag ain re fe rr in g to  thi s la test  p re lim inary dra ft  of 
the GAO repo rt,  w hich is  th e s ame  one to  which I re fe rre d previously , 
I q uote f rom  pa ge 26:

We also found t hat the U.S. AIFLD contract monitor in Chile has no relation
ships with  the ITS whereas the U.S. monitor in Brazil mainta ins informal per
sonal contacts with the ITSs and is aware of their  activities. The U.S. monitor 
in Brazil, however, does not deal formally with the ITS representatives because 
the ITS has not received their Brazilian licenses and are operating “illegally.”

We did find tha t notwithstanding the “illegality” of the ITS operations in 
Brazil tha t IFPCW and RCIA had continued their  operations. We have been 
informed, however, tha t due to the problems of operating in Brazil that the 
IFPCW left Brazil in May 1969 and the RCIA was planning to leave shortly.

I  th in k it is c lea r from  these r ep or ts  th at  you  do  not  have the form al 
re la tio nship  with  the  host governm ent th at A ID  does.

Air. Meany . Air. Ch air ma n, you  are  ta lk in g abou t IT S ’s. I  do n’t 
ru n thes e IT S ’s, I  hav e no th ing to  do with  them. These are  in te rn a
tio na l trad e secre tar iat s. AVe don’t ru n the m,  we have no th ing to  do 
wi th them . AVe don’t  have ------
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The Chairman. These organizations are affiliated with the AFL - 
CIO.

Mr. Meant. They are not affiliated with AF L-C IO. They are not. 
They are an internationa l organization.

The Chairman. I s the RCIA ?
Mr. Meant. You should get the Washing ton Pos t to give you a 

little briefing on these articles.
The Chairman. These are the GAO reports. Is the RCIA not af 

filiated ?
Mr. Meant. I have not seen the GAO report but if they say we 

run the I TS’s or hold membership in the IT S’s tha t is ridiculous.
The Chairman. ITow about the RCIA ?
Mr. Meant. It  is the retai l clerks organization.
The Chairman. Is it  not affiliated with the AFL-CIO ?
Mr. Meant. Oh, yes, it  is affiliated w ith AFL-C IO.  We don’t run 

thei r business either.

AIFLD  SUBCONTRACTS DISPUTED

The Chairman. We earlier read about the subcontracts. I thought 
these unions had subcontracts  from the A IFL D. There are some sub
contracts to certain  unions, aren’t there ?

Mr. Meant. Not in Latin  America.
The Chairman. None in Latin  America ?
Mr. Meant. No.
The Chairman. I  thou ght there were. How about the IFPC W, is 

tha t any rela tion to the AF L-CIO ?
Mr. Meant. Tha t is the Petroleum International.
The Chairman. That is not  related-----
Mr. Meant. I t is a world organization. We don’t run t ha t organiza

tion.
The Chairman. Well, I don’t know, I thought it was affiliated with  

you.
Mr. Meant. No, we are not affiliated with them.
The Chairman. I will read  from a memo on the subcontracts which 

I received from A ID. I ask you whether it is correct or not; maybe it  
isn' t; this is June 20; the cover says:

Attached are the AIFLD subcontracts  tha t you have requested. We have sent 
to New York for the AALC subcontracts since we do not appear  to have copies 
in Washington.

This is from-----
Mr. Meant. That is AA LC ; tha t is not La tin America.
The Chairman. But  thi s comes from AID and it says “subcontract 

between the  American Inst itu te for Free Labor Development and the 
Brotherhood of Railway, Air line and Steamship Clerks, F reig ht H an
dlers, Express and Station Employees, AFL-C IO.  (Interna tional 
Brotherhood Fu nd).”

This is a subcontract “entered into the 1st day of June  1968 between 
the American Ins titu te for Free  Labor Development, a nonprofit cor
poration, existing under  the laws of the State of Delaware (herein
afte r called the ‘Ins titu te’), with its princ ipal offices located at 1925 
K Street. Washington, D.C., and the Bro therhood of Railway,  Airl ine
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and Steamship Clerks, Fre igh t Handle rs, Express and Station  Em
ployees” and it goes on, and it  gives the subcontract provisions. Among 
other things “The subcontractor shall perform the following services 
but such performance is not limited hereto (sic) : Render expert ad
vice and assistance for a free and democratic transport trade  union in 
the Western Hemisphere in the following: organizing” et cetera, but 
these are subcontracts, bu t I don't  know what they mean i f they are 
not subcontracts with the union.

Mr. Meany. They are contracts with AID  in those par ticu lar con
tracts, are they not?

The Chairman. What is the American Institute for Free Labor 
Development ?

Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, I would hope you could get us a copy 
of tha t report so we could look i t over and be as fami liar with it as 
you are. I have not seen the  report. I tried  to get  a copy of it and was 
told it was a secret document.

The Chairman. Well, you will get it in due course, I think, from 
AID, through  what we call channels.

I will put those articles in the record for clarification of the record.
(The articles  referred to follow:)

[F ro m  Th e W as hi ngt on Pos t,  Ap r. 28, 196 9]

Labor and Gove rnment Cooperate on F oreign  P olicy 

(B y B ern ard  N oss it er )

Org an ized  la bor an d th e G ov er nm en t’s offic ial fo re ign po lic y in st ru m ents  
co ha bi t in  a  mur ky , tw il ig h t wor ld . I t  has now been  il lu m in at ed  in  p a rt  by  th e  
m in ut es  of p ri vate  mee tin gs , bud ge t pr op os al s an d o th er  do cu m en ts  th a t ha ve  
re ce nt ly  become  av ai la bl e.

The y d is c lo se :
• A re la ti onsh ip  in  which  th e  A ge nc y fo r In te rn a ti ona l Dev elo pm en t ag re es  to  

hi de  as muc h as  po ss ible it s  fina nc ia l ba ck ing fo r A FL-C IO  ven tu re s ab ro ad .
• A m ar ked  de gr ee  of  lo gr ol lin g w ith F edera ti on  an d G ov er nm en t official s 

co ns ul ting  on how be st  to  lob by  Con gr es s fo r bigg er  A ID  fu nd s.
• A FL-C IO  us e of  Gov er nm en t mo ne y to  ex ec ut e a co ld -w ar  po lic y th a t is  

so met im es  mor e rigo ro us  th an  th a t st a te d  by  th e  Gov er nm en t its el f.
Sinc e th e en d of  W or ld  W ar II . th e  Fed er at io n  an d se ve ra l Amer ican  un ions  

ha ve  op en ly  ad ve rt is ed  th e ir  su pport  fo r w hat they  ro ut in el y ca ll th e bu ildi ng  of 
“f ree,  de m oc ra tic” tr ad e  un io ns  ab ro ad . The y cu lt iv a te  th e  im pr es sion  th a t th es e 
ac ti v it ie s a re  fina nc ed  fr om  th e ir  ow n re so ur ce s an d fo r som e th is  is  true .

How ev er , th e  L at in  Amer ican  arm  of  th e A FL-C IO  has  been  dra w in g AID  
mo ney sin ce  1962. W ith th e  di sc lo su re  tw o years  ag o th a t some  un ion pr oje ct s 
w er e fin an ce d by th e C en tr al  In te ll ig en ce  Agency, th e  bond w ith  AID  has  been 
tigh tene d.

Th e w ish to  co nc ea l th is  li nk  is  under st an dab le . For ei gn  un ions  m ig ht  ba lk  a t 
ta kin g mo ney an d ad vice  fr om  so ur ce s th a t a re  u lt im at el y  ro ot ed  in  th e S ta te  
D ep ar tm en t.

Th e po lic y of a co nc ea lm en t is  re vea le d in  a pap er  dat ed  Nov. 8. 1968, go ve rn 
ing A ID ’S re la tionsh ip  w ith th e A FL -C IO ’s A fr ic an  arm. Th e six -pag e do cu men t 
is  en ti tl ed  “P ol icy an d Pro ce dur e fo r A ID -s up po rted  A fr ican -A m er ican  Lab or  
Cen te r P ro gra m s an d P ro je ct s. ”

Th e Cen te r, kn ow n by it s in it ia ls  AAL C, is  de sc ribe d as  a “p riva te , no n
pr of it or ga ni za tion  es ta bl is hed  by th e  Amer ican  la bor mo vemen t. Thi s im ag e 
sh ou ld  be pr es er ve d in Afr ica.  How ev er , th ere  is no  ob ject ion to  indi ca ting , if 
qu er ied,  th a t fina nc ia l su pport  to m es  from  pu bl ic  as  well  as  p ri vat e so ur ce s.”

In  fa ct , th e do cu men t re co rd s th a t $500,000 to  fin an ce  AALC from  Ma y, 1966. 
to  F ebru ar y , 1969, came  from  AID . The  A FL-C IO  “i nput"  w as  on ly $100,000 or  
17 pe r ce nt .

The  po lic y pa per  sa ys  th a t AID  m is sion s ab ro ad  sh ou ld  pick  a man  to  w atch  
ov er  th e  pr oj ec ts . “T hi s officer w ill  w or k w ith  th e AAL C te ch nic ia n di sc re et ly  
and ta c tf u ll y  to  re ta in  th e un io n- to -union  image. Si te  vi si ts , whe n re qu ired , will  
be  arr anged  w ith th e AALC te ch nic ia n  an d will  be as uno bs trus iv e as po ss ible. ”
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Normally, AID’S overseas undertakings must be approved in writing  by the 
host government. But “if. in the judgment of the AALC, getting a w ritten  assur
ance would present difficulties, it will be the responsibility of the AALC to 
proceed on verbal assurance but make it a mat ter of record to AID.”

Questioned about this, Rutherford Poats, AID’S deputy administrator, said 
he thought the policy was still in force. He said it was “the same att itude” 
AID takes towards other  private groups it supports and was justified because 
“we are financing a union-to-union relationship.”

Asked if he thought disclosure of AID’S role would lead unions abroad to 
reject AFL-CIO help, he said it would if they knew the projects was totally  
controlled by a foreign government.” Poats suggested tha t this was not the 
case, although he acknowledged tha t the bulk of the money came from the 
Government.

This seems to be the patte rn with the other two AFL-CIO arms for Latin 
America and Asia. In the six years from 1962 through 1967, the Latin agency, 
the American Ins titu te for Free Labor Development (AIFLD) received $16 
million from AID. The Inst itute received another $2 million, divided between 
the AFL-CIO and 70 business firms. In other words, 87 per cent of the money 
was from the Government.

More recent figures on the finances of the Inst itute and the newly star ted 
Asian operation were not immediately available. Since the prominent publica
tion of AID’S role in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and The Washington Post, 
officials of both the AFL-CIO and AID have been reluctant to discuss their  
affair.

A list of detailed questions was submitted to the Federation for comment. 
None was answered. Instead , an AFL-CIO spokesman supplied the following 
sta tem ent :

“The AFL-CIO is proud of the work of the American Inst itute fo r Free Labor 
Development, the African-American Labor Center and the Asian-American Free 
Labor Institu te.

“We have made full, regular and complete public reports  of these activities. 
The books of these organizations have been regularly audited and AID has 
reported to the Congress all expenditures.

“We have nothing to add except to note t ha t AFL-CIO activities have always 
been and always will be based upon our unalterable devotion to freedom for 
all men in all places at all times.”

However, various budget documents that  have come to light, notably a lette r 
from Ernes t Lee, the ass istant director of AFL-CIO’s Department of Inte rna 
tional Affairs, to Poats, indicate  tha t the relationship resembles tha t used by 
CIA. Instead of dummy foundations to pass on CTA money to bonafide organiza
tions. AID channels its funds to the three  AFL-CIO regional arms. They, in 
turn, pass it on to well-established unions like the Retail Clerks, Communications 
Workers and the Brotherhood of Railway Clerks.

Some hint of AFL-CIO’s support for AID and State Department positions 
turns up in the minutes of a body called the Labor Advisory Committee on 
Foreign Assistance. The group, with Meany in the chair, meets about every two 
months and includes high officials from AID, State, the Labor Department 
and the AFL-CTO.

One of the most vocal partic ipants appears to be Jay  Lovestone, director 
of AFL-CIO’s foreign affairs department.

At the meeting on Jan. 8, 1968, William Bundy. Assistant Secretary of State 
for the Fa r East, “thanked Mr. Meany for the strong resolution of support for 
U.S. policy in Vietnam adopted at the AFL-CIO convention and mentioned th at 
a somewhat similar resolution was passed by BATU, the Asian affiliate of 
the ICFTU (Inte rnational  Confederation of Free Trade Unions).

“Mr. Lovestone asked what  labor could do to reverse the downward trend 
in AID’S appropriations and bring greater pressure to bear on the Congress 
in 1968. Mr. Gaud (William Gaud, then AID Administrator) replied tha t there 
was no easy formula for solving this  problem. However, a nationwide campaign 
to enlist greater public understand ing and acceptance of foreign aid could have 
the desired effect on the Congress.”

At the meeting of July  17, Gaud described AID’S budget troubles on Capitol 
Hill. “He requested the AFL-CIO’s intensive support and assistance in the com
ing legislative battle.”



James R. Fowler, AID’S deputy coordinator for the Alliance for Progress 
“reiter ated Mr. Gaud’s request.”

On Nov. 12, Gaud thanked the union officials for their  “assistance in AID 
legislative battle s.”

There is, of course, nothing remarkable in recipients of Government funds 
working over Congress on behalf of the agency tha t provides them. But the 
reciprocal relationship is rarely made so nakedly plain.

It  is not always clear whether the AFL-CIO expenditures abroad reflect 
its own conception of foreign policy or tha t of the agency providing it with 
funds. A report last May by the General Accounting Office records a complaint 
by an  unnamed AID official. He had said tha t the AFL-CIO’s L atin American 
arm displays a “tendency to disregard Embassy-U.S. AID positions on im
portant labor  issues when drawing up (its) programs.”

On Vietnam, a t least, there  were no problems. The minutes of the March 11 
meeting observe tha t “As a result of a request from Secretary Rusk, the AFL- 
CIO executive council . . . voted to contribute $35,000 . . .  to the Vietnamese 
Confederation of Labor (CVT). In addition, AFL-CIO affiliates are being asked 
to give financial assistance to the CVT in its current relief efforts.”

At a later meeting. AID officials explained the centra l role that the Viet
namese federation is to play in winning minds and hearts, noting that it has 
become the largest  organization distr ibuting the fertil izer tha t is vi tally needed 
for growing the new, high yielding rice strains.

By November 12, an AID man was boasting to the labor leaders tha t the 
CVT was now so close to the Saigon government that “the strike of a CVT 
affiliate aga inst an American firm (Pacific Architect and Engineers) should be 
settled in a few days.”

American unions publicly pride themselves on thei r independence from 
Government and thei r undiluted representation  of workers’ interests.

AFL-CIO involvement in Saigon politics had become deep enough for Love- 
stone to assert  at  the meeting of July  17 tha t he had been advising Dr. Phan 
Quang Dan. Dr. Dan served briefly in the Saigon cabinet last  year but was 
dropped fo r urging negotiations with the National Liberation Front. Lovestone 
related that  he had urged Dan to cut short his American visit and “clarify his 
remarks” about the NLF in a telegram to the South Vietnam Premier, Tran Van 
Huong. The “clarifying” telegram is annexed to the minutes of the meeting.

In other regions, there are suggestions of differences between labor and its 
Government financiers.

On July 17, Lovestone complained tha t the Indian government had insisted 
that  representatives from the All India Trade  Union Congress, the Communist 
federation, be included in any delegation of Indian unionists brought to the 
United States. Lovestone said that AFL-CIO wouldn’t have them.

On Nov. 12, Irving Brown, a long-time Lovestone associate and now chief of 
AFL-CIO’s African agency, reported that the AID-supported drivers training 
school in Nigeria had arranged to tra in drivers for the Nigerian army. There is 
no explanat ion of how this project squares  with Washington’s professed refusal 
to help the armed forces of either Nigeria or  Biafra.

How careful ly the Government’s money has been spent was a subject of con
cern in the GAO report on the Latin  operations. It  spoke of “serious financial 
management weaknesses in the AID-AIFLD contract relationship.” Among 
other things, the GAO discovered tha t AIFLD, the AFL-CIO Latin agent, does 
not identify costs in each contrac t and simply bills AID “on the basis of un
supported estimates.”

A note appended to the end of the GAO study says tha t AID later reported 
it had reached an agreement with AIFLD on “corrective action” over the 
accounts.

The taxpayers,  of course, have an interest in assuring tha t the AFL-CIO is 
spending Government money in a meticulous fashion. But this curious and 
intricate re lationship has another ramification.

George Meany for years has condemned unions in Communist countries as 
instruments of government. To some extent at  least, American unions have 
acquired the same image through thei r relationships with the foreign policy 
bureaucracies of Washington.
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[F ro m  th e W as hi ngt on Post , Ap r. 21, 1969 ]

Unio ns  Turn to AID After CIA P ullout

(By William Greider, Washington Post Staff Writer)

Blessed with new subsidies from the Government’s foreign-aid program, the 
AFL-CIO is pu tting extra  muscle into it s worldwide operations to create counter
revolutionary labor movements in underdeveloped countries.

The money—about $1,120,000 a year  from the Agency for Inte raat iona l Devel
opment—buys training  seminars and held organizers, often hired locally, in Latin 
America, Africa and Asia. Their stated goal is “developing and strengthening

* free trade unions throughout the world.”
In practice, this ranges from prosaic matters like pension-fund squabbles to 

ambitious schemes for overpowering the dominant lefti st labor organizations in 
some countries.

This “union to  union” diplomacy, “uninhibited by a formal Government rela- 
» tionship,” as one AID official explained, is just  the sort of thing which the Cen

tral  Intelligence Agency used to pay for secretly—before the CIA’s cover was 
blown two years ago and it had to abandon its network of dummy foundations.

Indeed, two of the U.S. Labor organizations which now share in the AID grants  
arranged last June  were identified as  beneficiaries of the CIA’s covert funding. 
Though th eir leaders  denied the connection, the Retail Clerks Intern ational was 
linked to the Granary  Fund of Boston and the International Federation of Petro
leum and Chemical Workers received funds from the Andrew Hamilton Fund, 
both of which were CIA conduits.

After the sensational disclosures of how the CIA had penetrated domestic in
stitutions,  the Government declared tha t the secret financing would be stopped 
and in a few cases replaced by public subsidy. One CIA orphan picked up by AID 
was the Asia Foundation.

CALLED SH EE R NO NS EN SE

According to the AFL-CIO’s Assistant Director of In terna tiona l Affairs. E rnest  
S. Lee, it is “just  sheer nonsense” to pu t the overseas labor ac tivities in the same 
category.

American unions, he pointed out, have been carrying out international pro
grams for years, both with AID gra nts and with thei r own money. “We have to 
give any support we can to free trad e unions,” sa id Lee, “so th at they will not 
be jeopardized from any position—government, the Communists, business.”

However. AID Deputy Administrator Rutherford M. Poats was more equivocal 
on the question of CIA financing. “I know they were not CIA-financed at the time 
we picked them up,” Poats said. “Whether they were a t some time in the past I 
don’t know.”

Poats said he was told tha t the unions and thei r international affiliates had 
been paying for the network of organizers—with occasional support from founda
tions—but tha t they could no longer afford to maintain them. “I don’t know,” 

» Poats said, “whether, among the foundations they turned to fo r help in the past,
any of those were CIA conduits. I ju st don’t know.”

When AID agreed to pick up the costs formerly borne by the unions, the package 
was arranged by AFL-CIO’s Lee, who is assis tant  to Jay  Lovestone, the Federa
tion’s international director, and is son-in-law to George Meany, the president.

* The AID money goes to three  regional labor institutes which the AFL-CIO op
erates  in Africa, Latin America and Asia, then is passed on by subcontracts to 
seven labor organizations, which are either U.S. unions or thei r international 
trade  affiliates.

The ar rangement was approved by the Labor Advisory Committee on Foreign 
Assistance, a labor-government group whose regular meetings are spiced with 
the spiri t of in terna tional combat. Presided over by Meany, the committee over
sees the Federat ion’s housing, training and institu tional programs in foreign 
countries, which receive about  $8 million a year from AID.

The main differences in  the new AID spending, Lee said, is t ha t Government 
financing now supports individual trade  unions working with thei r counterparts  
within countries while the focus in the past  has been on broader national labor 
confederations. The AID financing is no secret, but the new union activities do 
not require formal approval from the “host country” as  most foreign-aid projects 
do.

Jay  Lovestone, the elder eminence of American labor’s cold-war operations, told 
the AID officials “th at U.S. embassy sponsorship or close identification with these 
programs would be untendable and counter-productive.”

33 -9 48— 69------ 6
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SUB SID Y IN  NIGERIA

In Nigeria, the U.S. funds provide a modest direct subsidy to an infant  union of oil workers whose dues will not support the union’s activities “for quite some time to come.”
In Colombia and Peru, the Retai l Clerks International is concentrating on strengthening hank workers’ unions. The budget proposal for Colombia listed the secretary  general of the bank workers’ union as the locally-hired representative.In Japan, the long-range objective is welding together all of the diverse unions representing oil and chemical workers into one national union, to be affiliated with the Denver-based Internat iona l Federation of Petroleum and Chemical Workers (IFPCW).
While most of the U.S. organizations submitted brief bland descriptions last  »year of how they would spend the AID money, the IFPCW’s budget proposal detailed its struggle with the other side in 19 countries—how it sometimes battles dominant unions or even the Government itself.
Its affiliate in Trinidad, the IFPCW noted, had “come under the influence of the Communist leadership, if not under  the direction of Communist leaders.” It  #proposed to correct this by supporting a  challenge by oil workers dedicated to the free trade  union movement.
In Colombia, the IFPCW intended to  challenge “Fedeptrol,” a rival federation. “Fedepetrol,” it  said, “is controlled by Communists and its leaders have recently increased thei r activities in a ttempting to organize chemical and pharmaceutical workers.”
The AID-financed program would “assist the free, democratic trad e unions currently in Fedepetrol to recapture thei r organization from it s present Communist leadership control. We must continue to work with key persons employed by Ecopetrol, Colpet and Intercol (the three  oil companies where the rival union has its membership strength).”
At the same time, the U.S.-based labor group intended to beef up its own affiliate in Colombia “and assist it in developing a closer relationship with the government of Colombia. Eventually , merge Fedepetrol into our affiliate.”In Peru, the objective is signing up unorganized workers in chemical and pharmaceutical plants. However, the IFPCW said, “a rival union exists which is oriented toward the Communist Party.  Our program envisions a vigorous attempt to win these employes to the democratic trade union forces.”In Pakistan, the oil federation complained, “politically, the government is leaning toward the Communist orbit and constantly  puts pressure  upon our affiliate and the Pakistan National Federation of Trade Unions to enter tain visitors from China and the WFTU (the Communist-sponsored international organization of unions). These organizations have been able to mainta in their  independence in spite of government pressure.”
The ICFTTT and others have discovered tha t the helping hand of American labor is not universally welcomed.
In South Vietnam, where the AFL-CIO is pouring support into a tenan t fa rmers’ union, Lovestone complained to the State  Depar tment l ast year that the local labor leaders were continually harassed, even arrested, by South Vietnamese *military leaders, whom the U.S. supports. “This is a source of embarrassment to the AFL-CIO which is s teadfas tly supporting the U.S. war effort in Vietnam,”Lovestone reminded the government.
When three AFL-CIO vice presidents landed in Nigeria on an inspection tour last snring, the airport  officials at  Lagos submitted them to a meticulous personal search, an embarrassment which the labor leaders blamed on Communist rivals.In Brazli, a government decree ordered foreign labor organizers to apply for permission to operate in the country, but a year has passed and none of the applications have yet been approved.
“It  will be necessary tha t we work within the framework of the present Brazilian labor legislation,” the IFPCW conceded, “but we must also work for new labor legislation and the elimination of the repressive type.”

AC TIV ITIES DEFENDED

AID officials defend these ac tivities as a normal aspect of the foreign-aid program. The development of economic growth and stability requires free and strong labor unions jus t as  it  requires new indus try and commerce, they contend.“Our general view is tha t technical assistance to labor unions is and should be a continuing par t of development,” Poats  said.
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An AID labor adviser  who covers Latin America explained: “Unions act as 

dividers of profits. The U.S. Government likes to see more purchasing power in 

the hands of these people rather than in Swiss banks.”
Poats dismissed the domestic political overtones of the activities as an in

evitable element. “The whole orienta tion is tha t they’re out fighting the WFTU 

(the Communist federation) around the world,” Poats said. “We a re operating 

in host countries where the government favors a moderate, nationalist union as 

opposed to a Communist union.”
Another AID executive put it this  wa y: “Now, nothing is more political than  

labor union training. But we treat  it as developmental.”
The AFL-CIO devotion to international operation stems primar ily from 

Meany and Lovestone’s commitment to help America fight the Cold War, an 

atti tude  which has drawn frequent attacks from Walter Reuther and the United 

Auto Workers, among others. The crit ics suggest that  the labor federa tion’s role 

in U.S. diplomacy inevitably affects its attitude s in U.S. politics such as the 

AFL-CIO’s hawkish defense of the American role in Vietnam.
In any case, there is an acknowledged se lf-interest for the U.S. labor organiza

tions tha t work overseas. Though they do not expect to benefit direc tly and im

mediately, they are in the business of gathering  new* members and affiliates into 

the fold. One AID official described “organizing aims” and the Government aims 

as compatible. “If  we get what we want as a  byproduct of what  the  union wants, 

then it’s worthwhile.” he said.
And Lee offered this  explanation of how the AFL-CIO views global unionism :

“It ’s a selfish thing, too. After all, free trade  unionism is our bread and butter.  

You get unions taken over by the Corns or even by the right-wing Fascists, what 

happens? It  becomes stagnant, a cheap labor market. That  becomes a thr ea t to 

us and the United States. Industry is concerned about it, too.”

AFRIC AN  PROGRAM ACTIV ITIES

The Chairman. I)o you know Mr. Stanley Meisler? Is he a 

Communist ?
Mr. Meany. I don' t know him.
The Chairman. He works for the Los Angeles Times.
Mr. Meany. I don’t know him.
The Chairman. He  writes under the byline, “Stanley  Meisler, Los 

Angeles Times.” This  unfor tunate ly, I guess, also appears in the 

Washing ton Post, but  he comes from the Los Angeles Times and dis
cusses some of the re lationships which we have just mentioned. I  think 

this is some justification  for the questions which have been raised. I 

will read you a little. This is about the African activities. It  is date-  

lined Nairobi. It  says:
American labor leaders, using U.S. Government money are trying  to expand 

the ir influence in Africa, building up unions, training skilled workers, support

ing favored politicians and  fighting communism.
At times American labor acts as if it were a junio r Agency for International 

Development (AID) dispensing funds and hiring technicians to help Africa de

velop its economy. At o ther times there  is strong evidence tha t American labor, 

in league with some friendly  European labor movements, acts as if it were a 

junior  Central Intelligence Agency shoring up institut ions and politicians to 

withstand the battering  of communists and  other leftists. In a sense, American 

labor in these operations sometimes acts as an arm of the U.S. Government—- 

though it can be an uncontrollable arm.
In Janua ry, for example, Vice President Humphrey visited Kenya with an 

official party  that included Irving Brown, executive directo r of the African- 

American Labor Center, th e main agency for the AFL-CIO’s activities  in Africa.

Glen B. Ferguson, U.S. Ambassador to Kenya, thought it unwise to include 

Brown in the party. Many Kenya leaders dislike Brown because they believe 

he is a supporter of Tom Mboya, Minister for Economic Planning, whose union 

received funds from American unions when he was a Kenya labor leader before 

independence.
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With President Jorno Kenyatta nearing 80, Kenya politicians are maneuvering 
for positions of power, and they bristle  at the suspicion tha t outsiders may be 
coming in to help a competitor.

Ferguson cabled Washington asking tha t Brown be dropped from the trip. 
But the AFL-CIO talked to Humphrey and the Vice President turned down the 
Ambassador’s request. Brown came to Keyna.

To your knowledge is t hat  an accurate or inaccurate account?
Mr. Meany. It  is accurate that Brown accompanied Mr. Humphrey 

on tha t t rip  a t Mr. Humphrey ’s invitation. The idea tha t Brown was 
inte rfering in interna l politics in Kenya is absolutely ridiculous. 
Brown operates out of New York.

Now, I knew Tom Mboya when Tom Mboya was a trade unionist. 
The American Federat ion of Labor helped build the union headquar
ters in Nairobi about 14 or 15 years ago; we gave him the money to 
build his headquarters because Kenya was then under Brit ish rule and 
he couldn’t h ire a place for an office. The Briti sh colonial powers there 
wouldn’t let him buy a piece of property, wouldn’t let him do it. So 
he had to get property outside, and we helped to finance the construc
tion of tha t building, and I think he was the best influence tha t is 
possible in Africa.

Yes; he was a friend of mine and a friend of Irv ing  Brown’s but 
this  conclusion, this is a conclusion of a w riter  who is writing some
thin g that he wants to get printed, and there is no justification for 
saying jus t because Brown knew Tom Mboya tha t he was in terfering 
in Kenya politics. Tom Mboya was a former trade unionist, he was 
the head of the Kenya Federation  of Labor, and afterw ards became 
Minister of Justice and I think he was murdered here, assassinated 
here, a few weeks ago and I thin k he held some other cabinet post.

But  to say tha t because we were operating in Kenya that we were 
interfering in politics is just ridiculous. Sure, we knew Tom Mboya 
but that doesn’t mean we were p laying politics with him, and I don’t 
know anyth ing about Kenya politics and I doubt tha t Irv ing  Brown 
knows too much about it;  but as far as Brown accompanying Vice 
President Humphrey, Vice President Humphrey was Vice President 
of the United States, and he invited Brown to go with him, and 
whether the Ambassador objected or not I don’t  know, but I know 
that Mr. Humphrey took him with him, and I don’t know what that  
proves as far  as this fellow’s story is concerned.

I have ridden on trip s with the President of the  United States, and 
at his invitat ion on several occasions, and I don’t know what tha t 
would prove. That it would prove political influence in the country 
visited, t ha t is just  complete nonsense.

The Chairman. Well, I don’t know, Mr. Meany.

ACCURACY OF NE WSPAP ER  REPORTS QUESTIO NED

Mr. Meany. Well, you read a newspaper article, Senator, and vou 
jus t place g reat  reliance upon it. These people write, they either write 
or perish, and they will write things tha t are interesting. I am sure 
that  you have been around long enough to know there is a lot of rot 
that  comes into the public press, and a lot of material in there tha t 
has no basis or  foundation in fact  bu t th at is what  we pay, th is is the  
price we pay for mainta ining a free press which I  am all for. But I 
certainly don’t accept newspapers articles someone desires to write.



81

Now this man, if you give me his name—I never heard of him be
fore—when did he become an expert on labor affairs ?

The Chairman. 1 don’t know him personally either but the Los 
Angeles Times is one of our most distinguished papers, as 1 regard 
the Washington Pos t; they do the best job they can. You have such 
a low opinion of it-----

Mr. Meany. Bu t this doesn’t make everything they  pr int authent ic, 
Mr. Chairman, jus t because they are distinguished papers.

The Chairman. No ; it doesn’t.
w Mr. Meany. Drew Pearson  writes for the Washington  Post;  do you

buy everything that  he says? I don’t. That doesn’t say he doesn’t get 
some stuff with some tru th  in it but surely I don't  buy as gospel every- 
thinghe  puts in tha t column of his.

< The Chairman. I wasn’t suggesting tha t, but  we have generally
considered newspapers as being a source of information regardless of 
whether you agree wi th it. This is written from Nairobi, I  wasn't my
self personally there. I see no alternative hardly under our present 
situation but to have some regard  for reporters and thei r stories in 
our more reputable papers. I know of no motive e ither on the part of 
the Washington Post or Los Angeles Times to disto rt the news. I 
didn ’t say that I believe every word I read, but on the  whole this  is 
the source of most o f our information, whether it be in a newspaper 
or a book or an official report. These dra ft reports  from the GAO I 
don't  suppose are inviolate and utte rly infallible bu t they  are the best 
we have and we have to rely on them insofar as we can. I f you have 
reason to discredit  them, why, of course, tha t is your privilege to do so.

I assure you I am not tryin g to manufacture  these reports. These 
are reports from people whose newspapers are certainly as good as we 
have.

Mr. Meany. I t surely wouldn’t be accepted as evidence to any degree 
in a court of law.

The Chairman. Well, Mr. Meany, we are not trying it  in a court of 
law.

Mr. Meany. I imagine you are try ing  the AIFLD  here.
The Chairman. No. We are inquir ing into whether or not-----
Mr. Meany. I don’t  claim you are impartial but I  thin k you are 

• put ting us on trial.
The Chairman. Mr. Meany, I hope you don’t tre at al l of your associ

ates with the rudeness you trea t me. You seem to be-----
Mr. Meany. Mr. Chairman, I don’t. I take pride  in the fact tha t I 

a am not rude to anyone.
The Chairman. You are most rude to me.
Mr. Meany. I  think I came here because of the very rude remarks  

that you made about me. Tha t is what brought me here.
The Chairman. I thin k maybe the form in which they were ex

pressed was overstating th e case. I  don’t think  the substance was, be
cause—

SUPPORT BY WITNESS OF VIET NAM  POLICY

Mr. Meany. You don’t think—you still thin k then I was paid off 
by the Johnson admin istration ?
* The Chairman. Well, tha t language perhaps overstates it. I  didn ’t 

put it quite tha t way. But  it amounts to that . But what  I meant is
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[laugh ter] and I will repeat it, is in the political life of th is country, 
and I  have been here 25 years, not quite as long as you have, but quite 
a while, we all know tha t the re is nothing d isreputable  about the fact 
tha t when one is friendly with the Presiden t of the Uni ted States it is 
usually very helpful. It  is a matt er to be taken into consideration in 
making a judgment  as to whether a program is based upon its own 
merits or whether—I would say every aspect of these matters  should 
be considered, that  is one of them. I think the very generous treatment 
of these programs was certainly  influenced favorably by the fact tha t 
you were such an a rdent supporter, you went out of your way to con
demn me, I know, and other members of this committee in your 
speeches and in your conventions.

Mr. Meany. Yes.
The Chairman. You don’t deny it ?
Mr. Meant. No; I disagree with you, Senator, on a lot of things.
The Chairman. It  is your privilege  to do it.
Mr. Meany. And if it is done publicly it is my privilege.
The Chairman. I t is my privilege to disagree with you and to point 

out a fact, which is well known and I  think not just dependent upon an 
irresponsible reporter, that you were one of the more ardent supporters  
of the previous admin istrat ion’s foreign policy and that  I  regard it as 
a disastrous and tragic foreign policy is my business. I have said so 
publicly. The fact tha t you approve of it is your business, too.

All of this is beside the fact of whether or not this policy that 
we have been pursuing is wise.

Now, you sav, you admit to facts in this  report.
Mr. Meant. Wha t report?
The Chairman. Mr. Meisler’s.
Mr. Meany. What facts about what report ? I haven’t seen the 

report.
IN TER V EN TIO N  BY  T H IS  CO UNT RY  CR ITIC IZED

The Chairman. Mr. Meisler’s repo rt about Brown going there. I 
don’t wish to draw this conclusion at all, and I would not draw it. 
However, I  think the meddling by this  country, the largest and richest 
and most powerful country tha t has the greates t power of destruction 
the world has even seen, may be very unwise policy. I have said this 
on numerous other occasions. I  am not a t all sure that it isn’t counter
productive for us to be intervening ei ther directly, as in the Dominion 
Republic, or indirectly  and in an informal manner, as you do through 
these organizations , the three of them. I am not sure this is in our 
interests.

What I am charged with is try ing  to develop wise policies. I  think 
that you can go too far  in intervening and that  you drive people 
into the camp of the enemy. I happen to think tha t our interven
tion in the Dominican Republic may have had exactly tha t effect. You 
can take ano ther view. You think , I  assume, it was in our  interests, but 
T hoped you would a t leas t take the view tha t th is is also a matter  on 
which there can be a difference o f opinion as to whether or not the 
United States, throwing its weight around and intervening either 
directly wth arms or indirectly with money or with men, cannot be 
very offensive to these local people.
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I happen to think i t may be very offensive and tha t instead of being 
effective in countering communism, i f you like, th at it even promotes 
communism. Surely you would admit it is a possible point  of view, and 
I know there  are a few who share it. This is what this is all about.

I don’t claim an infall ibili ty at all. You say I am so sure of it, but 
we have to take a position. We even have to take one as to whether  a 
newspaper is reputable or not. I  have taken a position on this program.

I have supported the aid program in the past, but I don’t know 
whether aid dispensed directly by a great country like thi s to  a small

* country really results in better relations or not. I have come to the 
conclusion through a long number of years of suppo rting the other 
view that,  due to various changes and attitudes , tha t it migh t be 
much more effective if  we did it through  multila teral organizations. I

* have said so and I have done all I can to promote our aid being ad
ministered through such an organizat ion as the World  Bank or the 
Inter-American  Development Bank or the United  Nations Develop
ment Program because of this very point.

labor efforts at countering communism questioned

I am not at all sure your being so active in these various countries 
actually does deter communism. I t could well be tha t you create con
ditions tha t are favorable to communism.

I, of course, don’t allege nor even think tha t your friendship or 
Mr. Brown’s friendship with Tom Mboya had anything to do with his 
assassination. From what I  know of Mr. Mboya and from what I read 
in the paper I would th ink it was a great loss to both Kenya and to 
everybody to have a man of his quality assassinated.

Now, if we did contribu te i t was a misguided action. I don’t think 
we did. I have no knowledge whatever of that.

Mr. Meant. No. I don’t think  we did either.
The Chairman. I only point out tha t your apparent assumption 

tha t because we go in and we do these things which on the  surface look 
as if  they are agains t communism, that they may not always be. And 
the final thing  with rega rd to Latin  America that is very questionable 
is the fact tha t our  rela tions are so bad. This was a grea t shock to me,

* the treatm ent tha t Governor Rockefeller received in so many coun
tries in La tin America. I  am not saying it is your fault. I think, though, 
that the overall American policy which was easy intervention by 
either arms or excessive personnel and milit ary aid, especially in

w Latin  America, has not  been good. This committee has for many years,
4 or 5 years, tried  its best to eliminate, to cut down and to eliminate 
the arms program in L atin  America.

Senator Morse, when he was chairman of tha t subcommittee, if 
you will recall, constantly  harped on this  subject.

Mr. Meant. We don’t disagree with you on tha t. Mr. Chairman. 
The Chairman. Well, as I  say there are many different aspects to 

it, but I think  it is very hard for you on general principles  to say we 
have accomplished our purposes in Lat in America.

Mr. Meant. I didn’t say that.  I said I thin k our program has ac
complished something because I think tha t these people are develop
ing better unions.
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Now, actually  the type of aid tha t we engage in is a type which 
tries  to teach people to help themselves. We don’t give them any di
rect money to pay their salaries other than  in ternships. But  we try to 
give them some knowledge th at would enable them to develop a trade 
union inst rumentality th at could be helpfu l to them.

The Chairman. Well, it all depends on how you do it, and I am not 
saying positively here that w hat you have done is against our interests, 
but it certainly is worthy of very serious consideration that these ac
tivities  may not have aroused opposition because people are often 
very sensitive to intrusion from abroad in their domestic affairs.

We even find th at here in  th is country. You are fami liar with tha t 
phenomenon in this country where s tates often object to intrusion of 
the Federal Government, so it is not to be wondered a t tha t foreign 
countries are sensitive to our intrusion into thei r affairs. These peo
ple may think tha t they can do as well without our invention, espe
cially in their social and political affairs.

Mr. Meany. Well, Mr. Chairman, we don’t feel that we are in trud
ing in any of these countries.

The Chairman. You don’t  but I say they may feel it.
Mr. Meant. I f they feel we are in trud ing we get out quite quickly.
The Chairman. Well, of course-----
Mr. Meany. We certainly are not going to try  to fasten onto a 

society our philosophy.

»

FU RT HE R ART ICLES ON LABOR ACTIV ITIES

The Chairman. I have a number of o ther articles I will put in the 
record. They all bear upon this question of your activities, either in 
Latin America or in Africa. They are articles tha t are written by 
men whom I  cannot vouch for, but who are writing for, generally 
speaking, reputable publications. I  submit them for the record simply 
as background material and for the information of the Senate and 
the public.

I also have a table here, Mr. Reporter , summarizing the  AID finan
cial support for AIF LD. This  is from the House Subcommittee on 
Inter-American  Affairs of March 6, 1969, and it states all of the 
amounts.

(The table and articles referred to follow :)
AM ER ICAN  INSTITU TE  FOR FREE LABO R DEVELOPM ENT FIN ANCIA L ST AT EM EN T,  1962-69

Years

Sched ule  o f income
------------------------------------------------------------------------ ----------------------------  Sc hedu le of

Lab or  Co rporat ions  AID  Tota l expend itu res
A

1962 .......................................................................
1963 .......................................................................
1964 .......................................................................
1965 .......................................................................
1966 ......................................................................
1967 ......................................................................
1968 ......................................................................
1969 (e stim ate d)...............................................

$1 10 ,050
13 9,200 
21 1,00 0 
200, 500 
200 , 000 
200 , 000 
200, 000 
20 0, 00 0

$1 33 ,500
158.7 68
164.769 
164,121 
141,507 
136 ,35 1 
137,6 21  
140,000

$396,78 7 
954,273 

2 ,1 47, 925  
3,47 1, 597  
3,96 9, 482  
5,29 2,76 6 
5,252 ,5 69  
5 ,8 00, 000

$640 ,337  
1,25 2, 242  
2, 523,694 
3 ,8 36,2 18 
4 ,3 10, 989  
5,62 9, 117  
5, 5 86 ,190  
6 ,1 40,0 00

$421,25 5
1,3 75 ,283  
2,535 ,4 30  
3,72 4,18 6
4, 895,978
5, 364,49 4 
5,64 1,89 1 
6,1 40, 000

T o ta l1...................................................... 1 ,4 60,7 50 1,1 72, 637  28 ,1 17 ,767  30 ,7 51 ,1 55 30 ,0 98 ,517

> Fina l d ig its  d o no t add due to ro und in g o ff.

No te : All am ou nts of  yea rs 1962-68 we re take n from  an nu al  fina nc ia l statem en ts  prepared  by  AIF LD  au di to rs , Touche , 
Ross, Bai ley  &  S mar t.

Sou rce:  House Sub co mmittee  on In te r-A m erican  A ffa irs , May 6, 1969.
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[F ro m  Th e N at io n,  Jan . 13, 1969 ]

Labor and Sta te : Marriage of Convenie nc e—W ha t’s Good for Lat in  America 

( By Henry W. Berg er)

A report issued by the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee on Latin 
American Affairs provides up-to-date information on the continuing adve ntures of 
the AFL-CIO overseas. P ar t of a large r review of the Alliance for Progress, the 
study is a research-s taff working paper tha t examines the assumptions and 
efforts of American labor diplomacy in Latin America, the most extensive arena  

of AFL-CIO operations.
The report describes the alliance between the United States Government and 

the unions in seeking common aims of foreign policy. This involves not only a 
diplomatic liaison between government and trade  union officials but also a 
formal political and monetary relationsh ip between the government’s Agency for 
Inter natio nal Development (AI D) and the AFL-CIO-sponsored American Ins ti
tute  for  Free  Labor Development (AIFL D),  a mutual admira tion body composed 
of leading re presentative s of t he unions and of the American business community. 
Founded in 1961 a s the late st of a series of organizations concerned with labor 
affairs in Latin  America, the AIFLD was in large part a response to Fidel Castro's 
revolutionary success in Cuba and the possibility tha t such revolutions might 
erupt  elsewhere in the hemisphere. The AIFLD has been an instrum ent to combat 
any such developments through a program of educational, social and political 
assistance to favored labor elements. The Senate re port charges tha t such aid has 
often amounted to actual interferenc e in the  intern al affairs of Latin American 
unions and governments, th at the AIFLD has used the  funds and prestige of th e 
United States Government to advance its objectives without government super
vision, and tha t the AFL-CIO, which ad ministers  AIFLD. has pursued many of 
its aims on ideological terms which run counter to dominant social trend s in Latin 

America.
The AIFLD receives the greatest part of its funds ($4,875,000 in 1967) from 

public funds. Specifically, according to the report, this money has constituted 92 
per cent of AIFLD’s budget since 1966, most of i ts channeled through AID. The 
remainder  of the capital comes from the unions and partic ipating  business 
corporations.

The broad stated purposes of AIFLD are to promote democracy and capita l
ism. This conjunction is important, for it is evidence tha t American labor or
ganizations, like thei r business counterparts, see c apitalism as vital to an ideal 
democracy at  home and abroad. J. Peter Grace (of  W. R. Grace and Co. and 
chairman  of the board of AIFL D) described these aims in an article  quoted by 

the Senate Stu dy:
Through the AIFLD business labor and government have come together to 

work to ward a common goal in Latin America, namely su pporting the democratic 
form of government, the capitalis tic system and general well-being of the in
dividual. It  is an outstanding example of a national consensus effectively at 
work for the national interest  of the United States and for the best interests of 

the people of Latin America.
This view is  shared  by AIFLD President. George Meany, the chieftai n of the 

AFL-CIO. Speaking before the Council on Latin America on April 2, 1965, 
Meany declared tha t labor “believes in the capita list system, and we are mem
bers of the capitalist  society. We ar e dedicated to the preservat ion of this sys
tem, which reward s the workers, which is one in which management also has 
such a great  stake.” And. he added, “the investors of risk capita l also must be 
rewarded.” To his Latin  American lis teners, Meany’s words were unmistak able: 
American capital  investment in Latin America is beneficial to both workers and 
management, and the investors are entitled  to a fai r retur n on their  investment. 
The AFL-CIO leader linked this  to the effective operation of a democratic society, 
to which Latin Americans ought to aspire. Trade unions which support this 
parti cula r version of society in Latin America are preferred over others and 
have benefited from AFL-CIO assistance.

The AIFLD train ing of Latin American union officials, at the expense of the 
American public, is a par t of the endeavor. After a period of intensive prepa ra
tion in the United States, some of these graduates are return ed to their  coun
tries under an internsh ip program, also financed by the AIFLD, to spread the 
gospel of American trad e unionism and anti-communism to their  co-workers. 
“We feel strongly,” wrote one American union official to a Latin  American em
ployer in 1962, “tha t through  the education of the workers, it will be possible 
to halt  the wave of communism sweeping through Latin America.” As demon-



str ated  in the Senate  committee repo rt, these  union organizers have also helped to provoke revolu tions in the ir own coun tries  again st regimes judged unfriendly  by the American labor  federat ion and also by the  United  Sta tes  Government.Bra zil is offered as an example where  the AFL-CIO  encouraged and supported effor ts by AIFLD-tra ined  unio nist s to over throw  the lef tis t government of Joao  Goula rt. Ironically , the Goular t regime was replaced by a mi lita ry dictator ship  which suppressed the labor unions—a development which presumably the American labo r unions did not  welcome.
Nor was th is the first tim e th at  the  AFL -CIO had supported an ant i-Left revolution which led to a triumph of the Right. Similar  results, for  example, occurred in Gua tema la where the lef tis t government of Jacobo Arbenz was over thrown in 1954 with  the covert  assi stance of the  United  Sta tes in the  form of money and arms, including planes piloted by U.S. citizens. There is no evidence that  the AFL or the  CIO (a t th at  t ime stil l separa te fede rations) had a hand in those specific operations, but the officers of the two organiza tions had long opposed Arbenz. applauded his collapse, and  sent  personnel  to reorganize  th e Guatemalan tra de  union movement w ithin ten days  a fte r the  successor to Arbenz, Col. Casti llo Armas, assumed the  Presidency. Unfortunate ly, Guatema la has  since been victimized by a succession of governments which have been variously incompetent, au thor ita ria n and corrupt. Labo r unions have suffered the consequences. Dissent  aga ins t the present Amer ican-suppor ted government has  erup ted into political  violence cla iming the  lives of  an American amb assador and other U.S. d iplomat ic officers: the regime is now confronted by a gue rril la movement  again st its  rule.None of this  is really news. Indeed , nei ther is the cont inuity of official U.S. support for  AFL-CIO foreign policy. It  too is deta iled  in the  Senate study. The government’s decision in 1962 to make an init ial  $350,000 ava ilable to the AIFL D included $100,000 supplied from the  Pre sident’s contingency fund. This  is remarkably  similar  to the $50,000 which Woodrow Wilson’s adm inis trat ion provided the AFL in 1918 from the  P res ident’s special fund  to finance the creat ion of the Pan American Federa tion  of Labor—an  ins trum ent  designed to a large  degree by Samuel Gompers, ostensibly to strengthen  ties between the AFL and Lat in American labor  organ izatio ns.

The inter-A merican labo r group of that  period was also supposed to serve official U.S. foreign policy. The ass istance  from the government was offered surrep titious ly to avoid an ant i-administratio n react ion from home and abroad.  The Senate  report of 1968 points out  that  the present-day AIFLD arra nge ment “theoreti cally  allows for  a minimum of d irec t involvement in the Latin American situatio n on the pa rt of Sta te and AID officials, and thereby lessens the chances of Sta te and AID officials becoming embroiled in the politics of Lat in America. . . . The design is to insu re ‘clean’ techn ical ass istance  for the ent ire democratic segment of the Latin American labor movement.”
In its analysis,  the Sena te committee staff poin ts out  th at  many criti cs have attack ed the AIFLD as a cre atu re of the Sta te Department. On the other hand, othe rs complain th at  the AIF LD func tions vir tua lly  withou t Sta te Department controls, in spite of the heavy governmen t subsidies. The Sena te study appears to supp ort the la tte r charge,  espec ially since it recommends gre ate r government supervision over the  AIFLD. Actua lly, the question of who is controlling whom is essential ly a bureaucratic  ma tte r, pressing for  those involved, perhaps, but less imp ortant  than the  issue of overall policy upon which AIFLD activ ities  are based. In this  context the intern ational ideology of the AFL-CIO, and for that  m att er  of the  United  States  is r eally the major issue.
This  sal ien t question the Sena te report overlooks. For in calling upon the Sta te Departm ent and its rela ted  agencies to supersede the  func tions of the AIFLD. the  committee  staf f ignores the fac t th at  Lat in American critics often object to the policy as well as the  tac tics  of American diplomacy. At the very leas t, the  committee staff con tradic ts itse lf when it makes such a proposal, for it also  notes  the  Latin American allegation  that  the  State Deparment manipulates for  it s own ends the private groups t ha t funct ion in the hemisphere. In his slashing criti que  of the  report, AFL-CIO  President  George Meany correctly dem onst rates  this weakness in the  study’s conclusion. But the  more significant flaw which the  committee and Meany fail  to recognize is that  chang ing the bureau cra tic  arrang ement  will not itse lf alt er  the policy, which both acknowledge to be the common prop erty  of the  AFL-CIO  and the United Sta tes  Government. Both groups are  committed to the main tenance of dominant American inte rest s in the  region (alb eit  und er cer tain  refo rmist rules  and regula tions) , to the notion  th at  Am? rican -style pol itica l ins titu tions and  capi talism are  essen tial
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to a good society, and tha t revolutionary movements which challenge American 
idea and interests are  unacceptable. Neither is willing nor able to see tha t 
■assuring American investors “a fai r return on the ir investment” may very well 
prevent the realization of any meaningful good society, democratic or otherwise, 
in many Latin American countries. Neither acknowledges tha t reformist meas
ures. even where seriously attempted, may simply not be speedy enough or 
fundamental enough to produce real changes in the lives of many Latin Amer
icans. and tha t in an increasing number of cases American interests are 
considered more secure under the aegis of conservative military regimes.

As for the unions per se, Robert Dockery, author of the first part  of the Senate 
staff report, is perceptive when he notes that,  contrary to myth, American labor 
has not been apolitical of a stranger to ideology. In fact, the unions have rigor
ously upheld the political ideology of the American private  enterprise system, 
have usually engaged in partisan domestic politics to  win economic concessions 
for their  own constituents, supjwrted labor movements allied with their  own, 
and opposed unions and political partie s which support ideas and actions with 
which they do not agree. In the past, labor based its attack against “unfriendly” 
unions on the ground tha t politics was inappropr iate to trade  unionism, when 
what it really meant was that, a particular kind of polities was out of order 
because it did not agree with American labor’s ideological biases. In more recent 
years tha t parti cula r argument has not been so evident, but  the essential policy 
has survived.

Ir is true tha t the AFL-CIO has had ties with some foreign unions which have 
included Socialists and supported part icular Socialist measures. Without going 
into the content and fundamental characte r of the Socialist groups in question, 
the long history of such relationships  shows tha t those friendships and alliances 
have existed for the most part when the parti cula r foreign unions or 
governments have accommodated themselves to the foreign interests of the 
United States Government and the American unions, or when the AFL-CIO 
felt it had no alte rnative to an even more undesirable situation. When it has 
believed its interests to be in danger or otherwise resisted, the AFL-CIO has 
opposed foreign unions and governments. At present this l ast  point is most easily 
demonstrated by the AFL-CIO's widening split with the International Confed
eration of Free Trade Unions tlCFTTJ) and its vigorous opposition to the Latin 
American Confederation of Christian Trade Unions (CLASC). a nationalist, 
anti-imperialist,  anti-cap italist,  anti-Communist organization of Latin American 
unionists.

Such opposition, it has been suggested, has on a number of occasions resulted 
in active intervention in the unions and political affairs of other countries. This 
has been done, it should be added, often out of a quite sincere conviction on the 
par t of various union officials tha t such action was in the best intere sts of the 
country involved, as well as for the security of American unions. Since World 
War II. in particular, such activities have been carried  on with the usual ex
planation tha t international communism was about to extinguish freedom and 
free trade  unionism. The assumption is questionable and the Senate subcommit
tee «taff report might have stood on more re levant ground if it had called for a 
revision of the cr iteria  whereby the American labor unions and the United States 
Government conduct the ir interna tional activities.

[From The P rog res sive, November  1967]

U.S. Labor’s Conservativ e R ole in  Lat in  America 

(By Susanne Bodenheimer)

"Not one penny of CIA money has ever come in to the AF L or the 
AFL-CIO to my knoivledgc over the last twenty years, and I  say to 
you i f i t had come in. I  would know about it. . . . I take a great deal 
of pride in the work we’ve done overseas and I  resent the fact that 
the CIA is trying to horn in on it and say that they have done some 
of it.”—George Meany, President of AFL-CIO. denying charges of 
Central Intelligence Agency subsidies to AFL-CIO, May 8, 1967.

Imagine, for the moment, tha t George Meany is incapable of telling a lie. 
Suppose that  the AFL-CIO’s expensive campaign to promote “democratic union
ism-’ abroad—particularly  in Latin America—is not being charged to the ever-



expanding account of the “invisible government,” are its motivations and methods 
so different from those of the CIA, and has Meany any reason to take pride in that  campaign?

The apparatus of the AFL-CIO’s Latin American program since World War I I 
has been geared to a continuation of the Cold War. Through its  principal inst ru
ment, the Inter-American Regional Organization of Workers (ORIT ), founded in 1951 to compete with leftist and Peronist labor organizers, the AFL-CIO 
has constructed a network of “free and democratic” unions throughout Latin 
America. This is supplemented by the International Trade Secretariat s (ITS), 
which coordinate activities among unions in the same trade  or indus try through
out the world. The third agency of the AFL-CIO in Latin America is the Ameri
can Ins titu te for Free Labor Development (AIFLD), which brings together the 
resources of American labor, American business, and the U.S. Government.

Like official U.S. policy-makers, the AFL-CIO is ambivalent toward social 
change in Latin America and vacillates between a desire to win over Latin 
Americans with promises of gradua l social reform and a tendency to rely on “safe”—military and oligarchic—forces which stifle even peaceful social prog
ress. With one hand American labor holds out offers of education and finan
cial aid, and simultaneously, with the other hand, wields the “big stick” of intervention.

A widely-advertised attraction  of the AFL-CIO operation south of the Rio 
Grande is the AIFLD educational program, which has  reached more than 60,000 
Latin American unionists since 1962. Scholarships to the AIFLD Inst itute in the United States are awarded to the “sta r” pupils in local and regional AIFLD 
seminars, recruited and screened by AFL-CIO and ORIT representatives. After completing the three-month “advanced course” and returning to their  own 
countries, the most promising students remain on the AIFLD payroll as  “intern s” for nine months.

At the end of an unpaved road in the pleasant, rolling Virginia countryside, more than seventy-five miles from Washington, D.C., is the AIFLD Institute. 
Originally located in Washington, i t was moved to Virginia, according to AIFLD 
officials, to provide a “more peaceful” environment for study. Students are with
out cars or bus service to “the monastery ,” as they have nick-named it, and are 
seldom exposed to the distractions of the big city. None of the students I met there  spoke English and few seemed engrossed in their studies.

All AIFLD students major in anti-Communism, a subject which thei r in
structors , some of whom are Cuban exiles, are well qualified to teach. According 
to the AIFLD Report, students from several countries spend more hours in the 
“democracy and total itarianism” course (“democracy” American-style, “totali 
tarianism” Communist-style) than on any other subject. Through “role-playing” 
exercises, students gain practice in countering Communist infiltrat ion. But while 
AIFLD graduates  have acquired expertise in ousting Communists (or  anyone who 
looks Communist to AFL-CIO advisers), they are ill-equipped by the ir AIFLD education to meet equally potent challenges from rightwing dictato rial govern
ments or entrenched land-owning and business interests. Although ninety per 
cent of the land in Latin America is controlled by ten per cent of the landholders, 
land reform receives scant attention in the AIFLD curriculum.

Central to ATFLD’s program is the premise, as its director, William Doherty, 
put it to the Council for Latin America (an American businessmen’s group) on 
Februa ry 11, 1966. tha t “The great bulk of the 15,000.000 organized workers in 
Latin America think , want, and desire almost  ident ically with their  counterpart s 
in the United States.” On the dubious assumption tha t American unionism is 
exportable, AFL-CIO educators have focused on “bread and but ter” issues— higher wages, better working conditions, more fringe benefits—to be obtained 
through the collective bargaining process. Apparently they have not understood 
that such ameliorations, while necessary, are insufficient as objectives for Latin 
American workers, and cannot be a ttain ed solely through collective bargaining 
without structural reforms in the distribution of resources and income and the 
establishment of democratic process in the ir national governments.

Latin American workers are still fighting battles which American labor won 
many years ago. A mere ten to fifteen per cent of the active labor force is orga
nized. Lacking funds and political influence, even those represented by unions 
are  not regarded as an autonomous pressure group whose interests and needs 
demand serious consideration. Moreover, the rights of labor, parti cularly in state-run enterprises and public services, are generally limited by government



labo r codes regulating wage increases, strikes , a nd collective bargaining . In many  
countries employers ar e required to  ba rga in only w ith unions officially recognized 
by the government.

Pa rtic ula rly  inappr opria te as an example for La tin  Amer icans is the  AF L-  
CIO’s outlook toward f ree  enterpr ise and  the  big business community. As witness 
Doherty’s w ords to the  Council for  Latin  America, “We believe in the  capit ali st 
system' . . .  are dedicated to its preservat ion .” La tin  American unionists 
also oppose nat ionaliz atio n of industry, he continued, and, “like ourselves , they  
would wan t government to step in and  inte rfe re in the  affairs  of business and  
labor only in case of na tio na l emergency. , . AIFLD is symbolic of American 
labor’s comfo rtable relationship with  bus iness; as Doherty said  in radio inter
views in December, 1963, “We welcome [the ] cooperation [of managem ent] not  
only financially  but  in terms  of esta blishing our policies. . . . The cooperation 
between ourselves and  the  business community is get ting  warmer day  by 
day.”

But for  Latin  American workers, who confront  vested and  gene rally  unpro
gressive ind ustrial and land-owning inte res ts, such benevolence tow ard  big busi
ness would be suic idal  if  widely accepted . Imag ine a Chilean copper miner 
“open-minded” enough to embrace  an organization  whose board included—as 
AIF LD’s does—Charles Brinckerhoff, president  of Anaconda  Copper.

Those who do adopt t he  AFL-CIO philosophy have  d isplayed a marked  lack of 
milit ancy  toward business. ORIT affiliates in several countries have  fos tere d 
company unions. In  many countries  the  AFL-CIO  has  encouraged its  proteges 
to pull out of coalitions wi th more mi litan t elements, even at the  risk of forming 
paralle l unions. ORIT affiliates have engaged  in practices which violate even 
the  princ iples  of Amer ican-style  union ism and  which are  rega rded  by more 
activ e Lat in-American u nionis ts as anti-obrero—anti-worker.

Thus the  AFL-CIO  has offered an educationa l program  and  a philosophy di 
vorced from the agenda for  basic social change  in La tin  America, in the hope of 
persuad ing L atin American  workers to set tle  for “bread and  butte r union ism”— 
a poor subs titu te, a t best.

Where ideas fa il to convince, ma ter ial  ass istance  often becomes persuasive . 
American labo r’s access to  U.S. foreign aid  funds is te mpting  ba it to impoverished 
Latin  American unions.

Since the inception  of t he  Alliance  for P rogress, the  AFL-CIO has  had a virtu al  
monopoly over its  union programs . Ea rly  expectations th at  Alliance labo r funds 
would be availab le to the  liberal Social Chris tian Tra de Union Confederation  
of Latin  America  (CLASC) as  well as to the  reactiona ry ORIT were  dashed, 
for  the  labo r advisory  comm ittee to the  Alliance included only AFL-CIO  rep re
sentative s, and since 1962 the  AIFLD Social Pro jects Dep artm ent  has been the  
form al agency for  chan neling Alliance funds  to Latin  American labor.

Ironically , AFL-CIO  control over Alliance funds has  caused  fewer problems 
for  those excluded tha n for  the  intended  beneficiaries. In one country  af te r 
another,  union lead ers have eager ly accepted AIFLD offers of loans  for  housing 
projects, only to find th at  the  strings  attached res tric ted  their  freedom and  in 
some cases violated  nat ion al laws.

In Uruguay  a $5 million AIFLD -sponsored housing project for  the  ORIT- 
affiliated Uruguayan  Lab or Federat ion fell through when the Uruguay repre
sentatives refused to sign AIFLD’s “le tte r of intention,” naming AIF LD “as 
the ir sole agent before any . . . organ izat ion . . . fo r the proc uring and rea liza tion  
of the loan,” and gra nti ng  AIFL D the “per man ent rig ht” to veto app lica nts  for  
the  pro ject “for  tra de  union  and poli tica l reasons”—terms  which violated Uru
guay an law. D uring the  planning stages of a $3 million housing p roject for  sug ar 
workers in the  Dominican  Republic, the  Inter -American Development Bank , 
which was to have provided two- thirds of the  money, with drew its  loan in objec
tion to AIF LD’s insis tence th at  both the  construct ion and the occupancy of the  
pro ject  be res tric ted  to unions affiliated with ORIT. In addit ion. AIFLD vio
lated Dominican law by awarding contract s in a priva te ra ther  tha n an open 
bidding and favored American firms. The U.S. Agency fo r Intern ational Develop
ment lat er  bailed out A IFL D by financing the c onstruction of 110 of the projected 
700 to 900 units .

If  their  exclusion  of non-ORIT unions  appears  narrow-minded,  AIFLD offi
cials are  more flexible abo ut cooperating with  dic tatori al and milita ry regimes. 
This  is disguised thro ugh  the  convenient myth  of “union-to-union” programs, by 
which AIFLD can continue dire ct aid to unions und er undemocratic  regimes , 
seeming to bypass these  governments. Bu t in practice,  ATFLD mus t deal with
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gov er nm en ta l ag en cies , th er eb y in di re ct ly  lend in g m or al  an d m ate ri a l su pp or t 
to  th es e regimes . In  H ondura s,  fo r ex am pl e,  a ft e r th e rig ht -w in g m il it ar y  coup  
of  Oc tob er,  1963—even  be fo re  th e  U.S.  Gov er nm en t ha d re -e stab lish ed  d ip lo m at ic  
re la ti ons— A IF LD  w as  pre ss in g fo r re su m pt io n of  wor k on it s ho us in g pro je ct  
fo r a ra il ro ad  w ork er s’ un ion.

In  co un tr ie s o th er th an  pr e- C as tro Cu ba th e A FL-C IO  has  ur ge d no na ct io n in 
th e  fa ce  of  m il it ary  ta keo ve rs . Fo llo wing such  coups in G ua te m al a in 1954, 
in  th e Dom in ican  Rep ub lic  and  H ondura s in  1963, an d in  B ra zi l in 1964, ORI T-  
af fi lia ted un ions , act in g  on A FL-C IO  ad vice , re fu se d to  jo in  o th er un io ns  in 
gen er al  st ri kes  or  ev en  verb al pro te st s,  on  th e  gr ou nd s th a t re pr es sive  ac tio n 
wou ld  be  ta ke n again st  uni ons  ex pr es sing  op po sit ion.  In  ad di tion , A FL-C IO  
off icials  ex pl ai n,  “Union s sh ou ld  no t becom e invo lved  in  p a rt is an  ca us es  or  use 
st ri kes a s  po li tica l wea po ns .”

Su ch  offic ial A FL-C IO  ideo logy  not w iths ta nd in g,  th e rh et ori c of  “a poli ti ca l 
un io ni sm ” is  di sc ar de d and  over tly  p art is an  ac tion s ta ken  whe n ex pe dien cy  re 
qu ires . Soon a ft e r th e  1964 co up  in  Bra zi l, A IF LD  D ir ec to r D oh er ty  to ld  ra dio  
in te rv ie w er s,  “I  am  cert a in ly  no t aga in s t B ra zi lian  la bor get ting inv olve d in 
po li tics .” A pp ar en tly no t, fo r a t  th e  t im e of the  cou p A IF LD  g ra duate s were ac tive  
in  mob ili zin g la bo r su pport  fo r it  a nd i n en su ri ng i ts  suc cess.  As  D oh er ty  bo as ted,  
“Some  of  [t he un io nis ts  tr a in ed  a t A IF LD ] . . . became  inv olved in  som e of  th e 
cl an de st in e op er at io ns  of  th e  revo lu tion  be fo re  it  too k plac e on Apr il 1. . . .” 
D oher ty ’s claim  ha s bee n pro udly  confi rm ed  by oth er  A FL-C IO  offi cia ls I in te r
view ed  an d o th er  popula ri ze rs  of  t he  s o-ca lle d “r ev ol ut io n” by wh ich  th e m il it ar y  
ove rt hr ew  P re si den t G ou la rt ’s go ve rnmen t.

An  Oc tob er,  1966, Rea de r' s D ig es t a rt ic le  re la te d  th a t one A IF LD -t ra in ed  com 
m un ic at io ns  u nion  le ad er ra n  s em in ar s in B ra zi l in wh ich  “h e w ar ne d key w or ke rs  
of  coming trou bl e an d ur ge d th em  to ke ep  c om m un icat ions  going , no m att er w hat  
ha pp en ed ,” as  a re su lt  whe n th e  ca ll  wen t ou t in Ap ril . 1964, fo r a ge ne ra l st ri ke  
to  p ro te st  t he  coup , “t he  w ires  ke pt  hu m m ing a nd  th e ar m y was  a ble to  co or di na te  
troo p mov em en ts th a t en de d th e show do wn  blo od les sly . . . .” Ju s t as they  ha d 
laud ed  th e CIA -ins tig at ed  ta keo ver in G ua te m al a ten year s prev ious ly , A FL-C IO  
off icia ls en do rsed  th e B ra zil ia n  cou p. F or tw o an d one  h a lf  y ea rs  Am erican  la bor 
co nt in ue d to su pp or t th e m il it a ry  reg im e, al th ou gh  it s an ti -inf la tion  m ea su re s 
an d st ri c t re gu la tion  of  w ag es , it s se ve re  st ri ke  law s, an d it s pu rg e of  un ion  
le ad ers hi p gre at ly  w ea ke ne d B ra zi li an  l ab or .

In  th e Do minica n Rep ub lic , thos e same “n on-p art is an” ORIT -d om in at ed  la bo r 
off icia ls wh o re fu se d to  fig ht  du ri ng  th e 1965 revo lu tio n,  ha d no qu alm s e a rl ie r 
ab ou t part ic ip ati ng  in th e po li ti ca l ac ti v it ie s which  heliKXl br in g dow n th e Bo -ch  
regime in  1963. In  his  m em oi rs , fo rm er  P re si den t Bosch  sing led ou t le ad er s of  th e  
Dom in ican  O RIT  aff ili ate a s  ope nly fa vo ri ng  the  cou p a gain st  him .

In  B ri ti sh  G ui an a th e AFL -C IO  part ic ip at ed  direc tly in a th re e- yea r ca m 
pa ign to  ou st  th e  const it u tional ly  elec ted  go ve rn m en t of  Ch ed di  Ja gan . th ro ugh 
as si st ance to  th e B ri ti sh  G uia na T ra des Un ion  Co uncil  (T U C )—th e an ti -J agan  
O RIT  affil ia te which  wor ke d clo se ly  w ith  For be s B urn ham ’s Pe op le’s N at io nal  
Con gres s (P N C ),  th e pri ncip al op po sit ion part y  to .la ga n.

AF L-CI O le ad er s an d th e ir  G uian es e pr ot eg es  were de ep ly  im pl ic ated  in th e 
te rr ori sm  an d ra ci al  violence  which  ac co mpa nied  th e st rike.  A se cr et  re port  of  
Se ptem be r. 1963. from  th e B ri ti sh  po lice su per in te ndent in B ri ti sh  Gui an a to 
th e B ri ti sh  Co mm iss ion er,  na m ed  G er ar d O'K ee fe  of  th e  R et ai l C le rk s In te rn a 
ti onal  Assoc ia tio n as  hav in g fina nc ed  th e ac ti v it ie s of  th e  “sec ur ity  fo rc e” 
(o rg an iz ed  ga ng s)  of  B urn ham ’s PN C—in cl ud in g as sa ss in ations an d de st ru ct io n 
of  pu bl ic  bu ild ings  “w ith ex plos ives  an d ar so n.”

The  B ri ti sh  G ui an a op er at io n in di ca te s cl ea rly th a t th e  A FL-C IO  is no t 
sq ue am ish in de vi sing  m ea ns  fo r th e pu rs u it  of  Cold  W ar  po li tica l ob ject ives  
di sg ui se d in  th e clo ak  of  “f re e  an d de m oc ra tic un ioni sm .” In  ad di tio n,  it  su g
ge st s th a t Ge org e Mea ny  has no t l»een st ra ig h tf o rw ard  ab ou t la bo r' s de al in gs  
w ith th e CIA . Th e co nv incing  ev iden ce  th a t th e A FL-C IO  se rv ed  as  a fr on t 
fo r th e  CIA in B ri ti sh  G ui an a,  as de sc ribe d in Th e Pr og ress ive (A pr il.  1967), 
m ak es  mo re  cr ed ib le  th e re vel at io ns th a t man y Amer ican  un ion  in te rn ati onal 
pro gra m s ha ve  bee n oper at in g  in Lat in  Am erica la rg el y on CI A fu nd s,  ch an ne le d 
th ro ugh  “d um my” fo un da tion s.  S en at or J.  W. F u lb ri gh t to ld  la bo r co lum ni st  
V ic to r Ries el in Aug us t. 1966, “ I ha ve  had  su gg es tio ns  th a t th ey  [the  CI A]  ha d 
ta ken  a ve ry  st ro ng  pa rt  in la bor un ion org an iz at io n in th e Dom inican  Rep ub lic .”

I f  Co mm unism  did  no t exis t,  som eone in th e A FL-C IO  wo uld ha ve  ha d to  
in ve nt  it. F or th e A FL -C IO ’s fr eq uen tly st a te d  ju st if ic at io n of  it s du biou s po
li ti ca l act iv it ie s has been th a t th ey  he lp  to  pr ov id e a de m oc ra tic a lt ern ati ve to>
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Communist influence in Lati n American unions. Yet its  pri ma ry riv als  in La tin  
America today —and the  main tar ge ts of its  criticism —have not been the  Com
muni sts but oth er non-Communist unions. This has  been disguis ed by the  AF L-  
CIO’s use of the  C ommu nist issue  to sme ar its non-Communist, dem ocra tic-l efti st 
riva ls with  the  red  brus h.

Chief tar ge t of its red- baiti ng attacks has  been the  Social Chr istian Confed 
eratio n, CLASC. Joe Beirne, head of the Communications Workers of America, 
for example, sta ted  in a 1963 news conference: “ [CLASC lias ] been inf iltr ate d 
and I thin k cap ture d by the  Communists. . . .” Bu t CLASC’s record speaks  for  
itself. To CLASC, Communism and capi talism alike  are forms  of mat eria lism , 
repugn ant to the  basic  prece pts of Social Chr istian doctrine. Both trea t union s 

<  in the  developing nat ion s as  pawns in the Cold War.  “tools to be employed for
gaining polit ical power,” says  CLASC, and both are alien  and irrele vant ideolo
gies for Lati n Americans. Emilio Maspero, CLASC Secre tary-G enera l, sta ted  at  
a 1963 conference at  the  Univ ersity of Notr e Dame tha t, “The Communis t in
fluence has  been more inimical stil l [th an  the Am erica n] to autono mous Latin 

*. American labor orga nizations . . . .”
Closer to the he ar t of the  AFL-CIO’s gr udge  aga ins t CLASC is Inter -Am erica n 

dire ctor  Andrew McLellan’s comp laint  th at  “ [Th e Social Chris tians]  are  not 
inte rest ed in brea d and  bu tte r issues such as we are .” It  is not pro-Communism 
or advocacy of violence, but  the  unequivocal commitment to peaceful bu t th or 
oughgoing social revolu tion,  and the  firm refu sal to confine itse lf to “brea d and 
bu tte r” issues, for  which AFL-CIO officials canno t forgive  CLASC. CLASC’s 
existence and growing app eal for work ers in many countrie s pres ent a challenge 
and a th re at  to the AFL-CIO, merely by dram atiz ing the  need for  a more sa tis 
fac tory  alt ern ative to Communism tha n American labor has  been able to offer.

Why has  the  AFL-CIO—pot entia lly a progressive force—fai led to provide  an 
impe tus tow ard  vital ly-ne eded str uc tural reforms in La tin  America? Why has  
it wielded its  influence in defens e of the sta tus  quo, often  on behalf of those who 
stifle wor kers ’ rig hts ? The  answer s involve both person alit ies and the position 
of orga nized labor in  Am erican  society today.

The AFL-CIO int ern ati on al progr am bea rs the stam p of those few indi viduals  
who have been its chie f archite cts.  Imbued with the Cold Wa r mental ity of an 
era  when the  overse as representativ es of American union s fought their  Com
munist  cou nte rpa rts in Europe , severa l of these indi vidu als have remained 
acti ve in the netw ork of anti-C ommunist  orga niza tions, ven turi ng even into  the 
camp of the  Fa r Right . Ja y Lovestone, foreig n policy adv iser  to George Meany 
and one of America’s m ost ard ent conve rts from  Communism, has  had ties  with 
the  American Secur ity Council, the Council aga ins t Communis t Aggression, and 
the  Citizens’ Commit tee for  a Free Cuba (to  mention only a few ). Meany has  
been in various “China lobby” organization s and on the advisory  council of the 
Fou ndat ion for  Religio us Action in the  Social and  Civil Order (FR AS CO ), 
which claims to wage a “spiri tua l offensive aga ins t Communism.” Serafino 
Romuald i, form erly  head of AFL-CIO Inter -Am erica n Affairs  and dire ctor  of 
AIFL D, was scheduled as a speaker for  the  Wash ington  “school” of Fre d 
Schwarz’s Chr istia n Anti-Co mmun ist Crus ade in 1964. He addr esse d the 1962 
“All-American Conference to Combat Communism” (a s Lovestone had done in 
196 1) and he has  been on the  Cuban Freedom Committee, the Committee of One 
Million, an d s imi lar groups.

But of gre ate r imp ort has  been American labo r’s acqui red position vis-a-vis 
« the  American busine ss commun ity. As one labo r exp ert has  commented, “Today

Big Labo r and Big Managem ent [in  the  U.S.] often  deal  with  each oth er as 
affluent fellow corp orat e group s.” Indeed,  the  AFL -CIO ’s Lat in American pro
gram has  enjoyed  con sist ent and str ong supp ort from cer tain  sectors of the 
American business commun ity. It  is doubtfu l th at  man agem ent’s enth usia sm is 
moti vated purely by altr uism. One union official suggested candidly to me th at  
big businessm en see an opportu nity  to mold one segmen t of Lati n American 
labo r in such  a way as to minimize the  th re at  from  lab or to pri vat e American 
investment. Certa inly.  American busine ss has  a sym path etic  pa rtn er  in the 
AFL-CIO. As the  labo r comm ittee rep ort  to the  1 965 Whi te House  Conference on 
Int ern ation al Cooperation sta te, “[AI FL D]  seeks to provide an  atmo sphere 
conducive to fre e enterp rise [in  Latin Am erica] .”

Equally stri kin g but  less well known has been the inte gration  of the  AFL - 
CIO intern atio nal  dep artme nt into the U.S. fo reign policy estab lishm ent. Exactly  
because  American lab or’s objecti ves have become gene rally  indistin guishable 
from those of the  Sta te Dep artm ent,  the  alleged rati ona le for  the  AFL -CIO 's



intern ational progr am—to cre ate  “union- to-union” bonds between popularly- 
based ins titu tio ns in the  “free  wor ld” and in developing nations—has been 
undermined.

To the  small clique which  run s AFL-CIO  intern ational affai rs, the close rela
tionship with  Federal policy makers has  brou ght cer tain concrete  re tu rn s: access 
to U.S. foreign  aid  fund s; heigh tened individual prest ige in official circles; a 
meas ure of influence over policy; and patron age  (fo r example, cand idat es for 
labor att ach es in U.S. embass ies are freq uen tly recommended, and  mus t always 
be approved, by Meany and Lov esto ne).  In ret urn , pa rtic ula rly  because it 
passes  as a private organization,  the AFL -CIO  has  proved a valuable  partn er 
for official policy-makers. Whereas the la tte r are form ally accou ntable  to Con
gress and the  inte rest ed public, the  AFL-CIO  is largely immune  from public 
overs ight—even though AID has  poured $15.5 million of tax payers’ money into 
AIFLD. Lab or’s “p riv ate ” n atu re  also enhan ces lab or’s usefulness to the “invis i
ble government.” Thus, perh aps  unw ittingly,  American labor has falle n into some 
of the very  hab its which it  recognizes and denounces in Communist-dominated 
unions.

Unlikely  as it is th at  AFL -CIO  forei gn policy would be tot ally divorced from 
th at  of the U.S. Government, one migh t expect the  representativ es of labor to 
exert a li bera lizin g influence. In fact  they have done j us t the opposite. When given 
a choice between a liberal dire ction or an interventio nist , “negat ive anti-Com- 
munist ” one, the AFL -CIO  has  reinf orced the lat ter . Ju st  as its rigid an ti
comm unism  has  unde rmin ed Sta te Dep artm ent init iat ive s for  buildi ng bridges 
to the  Ea ste rn Euro pean  bloc, the  AFL -CIO’s negative att itu de  has  inhibited 
ove rtur es to Latin American Chris tian Democrats. And at  a time when the State 
Depar tme nt was, to all  appearances , support ing the  democ ratic lef tis t Bosch 
regime in the  Dominica n Republic, the  Dominican ORIT affiliate, with stron g 
AFL-CIO  backing,  was ac tively pl ott ing  it s overthrow .

Asked by newsmen recently  wh eth er the  AFL -CIO  has  made any mista kes 
abroad . Meany modestly replied , “We haven’t found a single thin g we would not 
say again.” Clear ly the re will be no signif icant changes in AFL -CIO  policy under 
the present leade rship . Would it  suffice, then, to remove the hard -lin ers like 
Meany and  Lovestone? I think not. The habit s which the  AFL -CIO  has  acquir ed 
in dealing  w ith labo r in developing nat ion s are  not quickly unlearned . Moreover, 
the Meanys and  Lovestones could not  have  been so successfu l at  their  own game, 
.but for the  willing  cooperation of many of American labor’s “l iber als.”

In the  U nited  State s, AFL -CIO  lo bbying for  inc reased foreign  a id allotmen ts to 
AIFL D establish es its “libe ral” cr ed en tia ls: in Latin America such aid  represen ts 
a f orm of inter vent ion disguished in hu ma nitarian rhetoric. To American liberals 
the  AFL -CI O’s conse rvatism is bad  judg men t on the  pa rt of well-in tention ed 
m en ; to Latin  Americans it  seems pa rt  of a plan  to perpetuate th ei r dependence 
on the United States.

If  this is the  best th at  Americ an liber alism  has to offer, it merely proves th at  
American liberalism  ends at  the borders  of the United  States . Like the  “libe ral” 
Americ an stud ents  and  p hil ant hro pis ts who compromised themselves with the  CIA 
in the  name  of anti-Communism, the rep resentativ es of American labo r have 
confirmed the  bankrup tcy of American “liber alism” for Latin Americans.

[From  The Nation,  Feb. 10, 1964]

Dubious Role of AFL-CIO —Meddling in  Latin America 
(By Stan ley Meis ler)

The  Alliance  for Progress, whate ver  it signifies for  Latin America, has meant 
for  American labor an allia nce  wi th govern ment and big business. American 
labo r has  never minced words  abo ut the unions of the  Societ Union. “The so- 
called  tra de  u nions in t he  U SSR,” t he  AFL-CIO  Execu tive Council h as procla im
ed, “ar e noth ing but  agencie s of the  Communis t dic tato rship.” The implication, 
sha rp and clear, has  alwa ys be en ; Unions  of America  are  any thin g but agencies 
of governme nt and  big business.  Th at  has  been a prid e of American labor, but  
the  new allia nce raises questions th at  may make th at  pride ring a bit hollow.

Br itish  Guia na is a good place to begin. American Government, business and 
labor have neve r been happ y with the lef tis t adm inistra tion of Cheddi Jag an 
th at  took office af te r the  August,  1901, elections in the  Bri tish  colony. American 
woes and worries have multiplie d wit h the  appr oach  of independence. The AF L-



CIO boasts of its  pa rt in helping the  tra de  union s the re ba ttle  the Jag an  govern
ment. “In  Bri tish  Guiana,” said a recent union adv ertis eme nt, “the AFL- CIO 
has  rend ered  generous aid to the  free tra de  unions res isting the  attem pt of the 
pro-Communist Jagan regime to destroy their  independence.” On the  surface,  
American labor  has moved into  Bri tish  Guia na to help bro the r unions  fight com
munism. But  the situ atio n in Br itish Guia na is fa r more complicated tha n tha t, 
and its  “generous aid ” h as involved the AFL—CIO in  r acial and  political stri fe. In 
addit ion, not all the aid given by t he AFL-CIO  h as come from the labor t reasury.

In British Guiana , as  elsew here in Latin America, the AFL-CIO  has opera ted 
with  money supplied by the  Uni ted States Government and big bus iness. It  is no 
se cr et : the  AFL- CIO glows abo ut its partn ers hip  with government and busine ss 
in fighting communism in th is  hemisphere . Anyone expr essing concern about 
the notion  of an American labor movement becoming tangled in the pursue  s trin gs 
of government and ind ust ry is pooh-hoohed a s a silly left-winger.

To the United  State s, Ja ga n’s Guiana looks like a buddin g twin  of Castro ’s 
Cuba. In 1961, Ja ga n’s People’s Progressiv e Pa rty  (P P T ),  suppo rted mostly by 
the  colony’s 269,000 Ea st Ind ians, took 42.7 per  cent of the vote and twen ty of the 
thirty-five  seats in the legislatu re. Forties Burnh am ’s People’s N ation al Congress 
(P NC) , supported mostly by t he  187,000 Negroes, took 41 per cent of the vote and 
eleven seats. Peter  D’Aguia r’s United Force, supported  mostly by businessmen, 
the 66.000  Portu gues e and oth er mixed rac ial  groups, took 16 perce nt of the  vote 
and fou r seats. Since then, American money has  been shipped  into  the  colony 
in supp ort of the two opposition  partie s.

D’Aguiar ’s United  Forc e has  received money f rom radi cal Righ t organ izatio ns. 
Fre d Schw arz’s Christ ian  Anti-Communist Cru sade which is now appe aling  for  
more money to fight Jag an,  chann els fund s to D’Aguiar. The AFL- CIO has 
pumped its  fu nds  into the  G uiane se tra de  unions, large ly Negro a nd urban , which 
are the backbone of Bu rnh am’s PNC.

In addi tion,  th e A FL-C IO and  th e i nte rna tional  organ izati on und er its influence 
have sent represe ntat ives  into the  colony to  t ra in  the Guianese  in American-style 
unionism, and have selected  more tha n a dozen anti-J agan  union lead ers for 
more inten sive schooling in the  United  States. Much of thi s educa tion pro
gram has  been manage d by the  American Insti tu te  for Fre e Labo r Development, 
an enterp rise  run  by the  AFL-CIO, par tly  with  its own fund s but princ ipall y 
with  money made available by the Alliance for  Prog ress  and private ent er
prise. The ins titute  has  become an imp orta nt arm  of AFL-CIO operation s in 
Lat in America.

The strategy of Bur nha m and his union sup por ters  has  been to demand th at  
Br ita in delay independ ence un til  the re is a new election based on prop ortio nal 
repr esen tation, which would give Burn ham  almo st the  same numb er of sea ts in 
the  legisla ture  as Jagan and, possibly, the  prem iersh ip or a par tne rsh ip with 
Jag an.  Ja ga n’s stra tegy has  been to oppose prop ortio nal represe ntat ion and to 
break the unions. Las t April, when Ja ga n’s pa rty  trie d to push through legisla 
tion th at  in the view of his oppon ents would give him control  o ver the  unions, the  
Br itis h Guiana Tra de Union Council called a general strike. This  strike , sup
port ed by the AFL-C IO, las ted  eleven violent, murdero us weeks and turn ed intd  
a succession of race  riots  between  Negroes and Indi ans.  The end seemed a union 
victo ry: Jag an with drew  his legisla tion, and  the  Bri tish  decided to delay 
independence.

In June, Jag an wrote  a let ter  to The New York Times, giving his view of the 
ev en ts:

Consid erable evidence exists th at  the str ike  is not ind ust ria l but ra th er  polit
icall y inspired  by the opposition and by business elements opposed to the govern
ment's prog ram of social and  economic reform. . . . Local trade unio nists  known 
to be hos tile to the government—and none o ther s—have been tr ain ed by the Amer
ican In sti tu te  for Free  Labor Development to ov erthrow my governm ent. Serafino 
Romualdi, head of the Insti tut e, has described his opposition to my government. 
The Trade Union Council camp aign of passive resistan ce organized by U.S.- 
trai ned  unio nists  is openly supp orte d by the opposition par ties and has led to 
rac ial  violence.

A month late r, Jag an  amplified these  charges, telling the Associated Pres s 
th at  the American Insti tu te  for  Fre e Labor  Development had  given the  Tra de 
Union Council $2 million for a housin g scheme and th at  oth er sources had con
trib ute d $1.2 million to the tra de  unions of Bri tish  Guian a dur ing  the  strike.

Romualdi, in a stateme nt, repl ied th at  when he had las t visited Br itis h Guiana  
in April, 1962.
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. . . it appeared to me tha t young democratic trade union leaders would 
need inte nsive train ing to combat Dr. Jagan’s efforts . Subsequently, eight Gui
anese came to Wash ington in June, 1962, as part icipants in the insti tute’s f irst 
course. In  September  of tha t year, six  of these men returned to Br itish Guiana, 
supported by AIF LD internships , enabling them  to put into practice, on a ful l-tim e 
basis, what they  had learned at our school. . . . When the BGTUC decided to call 
a general str ike  in  an attempt to p revent passage of Dr. Jagan’s labor bill. I was 
asked to put the insti tute’s si x interns, who were work ing wi th various local un
ions, at the disposal of the counci l’s str ike  committee. . . . In  agreement with 
the insti tut e’s Secretary -Treasurer , Joseph A. Beirne , I inst ruc ted  the interns 
to ful ly  devote their effor ts to supporting the strik e, and exten ded their  intern
ships, which were scheduled to end on June 15, to A ugu st 15. . . .  I ivould like to 
say that I  am proud o f our graduates in B rit ish  Guiana. In spite of sacrifices and 
hardsh ips they kept thei r places in the fron t lines of a d ifficult and, unfor tuna tely,  
somet imes bloody battle.

The i ns titute  sa id th at  while i t d iscussed possible housing a id it never  gave the 
BGTUC $2 million for a housing pro jec t or contribu ted $1.2 million to the strike ecoffers. Othe r U.S. labor sources, while  agreeing that  the  ins titute  did not
make the contribut ion, say th at  the  $1.2 million figure probably does not ex
aggerate the amount of Amer ican labo r money th at  went into  Br itish Guiana 
dur ing  the st rike .

The Br itish Guiana stri ke and  the charges of Jagan first  drew wide notice 
to the  American Insti tut e for  Fre e Labor Development. Today, the  ins titu te has 
become a main  way for  the AFL -CIO  to car ry out its Latin American good 
works, and  it  may become the  model for  AFL-CIO  activities in other pa rts  of 
the underdeveloped  world. Its rap id development is an interesting story  of 
presen t-day unionism.

Joseph  A. Beirne,  pres iden t of the  Communications  Workers  of America, sold 
the idea of the  inst itu te to the AFL-CIO. In 1957, his union had  invited sixteen 
Latin  American communica tions workers to the CWA’s education center at Fro nt 
Royal, Va., for  a three-month course  in American-style  unionism. When the 
Lat ins  return ed home, the Pos tal, Telephone and Teleg raph Intern ational—the 
organiza tion  th at  links the CWA with oth er communications unions in the 
world—paid them salarie s for  nine months so t ha t they could work as full-time 
unionists. In 1960, Beirne convinced  the AFL-CIO council that  it should ex
pand  thi s experiment into an amb itious program. By October, 1961, the ins titu te 
was functioning, and Serafino Romualdi, for years the  AFL -CIO ’s Inter -Ameri
can represen tative, was named direc tor.

The insti tut e does not publish ful l financia l deta ils, but  it  is known th at  its 
1963 budget was for $1,141,509. The  ins titute  says  thi s income came from three 
sou rce s: $500,000 or so from government, $300,000 or so from the AFL-CIO, and 
$300,000 or so from foundat ions  and business. All the  government funds, according 
to the  ins titu te, came from the Alliance for  Prog ress  program. The ins titu te 
is also close-mouthed about its priva te donors and the  size of their  contr ibu
tions. But represe ntat ives  from W. R. Grace & Co., Pan American Airways,  the  
Anaconda Company, and the Rockefe ller Foundation  are on the board of trustees,  ,
and  the  insti tut e offers the ir names when asked  for a sampling of contributors.
The United Fr ui t Co., symbol of im perialistic  big business to many C entra l Amer
icans, is not  a supporter, but  the insti tute has said that  it would accept United 
Fr ui t money i f i t were offered.

Big business has backed the  insti tute for  reaso ns of enligh tened selfishness. *
The days  of economic imperialism seem numbered in Latin Am eric a; Castroism 
and  communism loom. The AFL -CIO  has  convinced the  businessmen that  the ir 
only hope of surviv ing—though less arr ogant ly than of old—lies in a powerful,  
free, anti-Communist t rade-union m ovement th at  protec ts the worker and siphons 
away  his discontent. The companies, of course, procla im more lofty motives,
“We are  very much in sympathy with the  s tat ed  aims of the American Insti tute 
for  Free Labor Development,” says  Ju lia n L. Hayes, publicity manager  for The 
Anaconda Company, which has extensive copper intere sts  in Chile. “I am sure 
Mr. Serafino Rouinald i is fighting for  what he believes to be the rights  of the  
labor ing man in free  societies. In free societies, the re are  rights  for  the  expres
sions of organized labor  and equal opportunitie s for  management to be heard 
. . . under law. Under  a monol ithic system, the re is no freedom. We believe in 
freedom  and the dignity  of m an.”

The ins titute  has two main  act ivi ties —social projects  and education. The 
social projects  department, headed by William C. Doherty, Jr. , has  mushroomed 
in to a prosperous agency of the  Alliance  for  Progress. Although the financial



arrangements, are cloudy, it seems th at the insti tute  sets aside only government 
funds for the social projects department. Much of its work, in fact, is under 
direct cont ract with the Agency for I nternatio nal Development.

Doherty’s depar tment  helps unions throughout Latin  America to plan hous
ing projects, worker co-ops, credit  unions, banks, apprentice schools and other 
union projects, and to borrow in the United States the money necessary to build 
them. In the tirst fourteen months, the department received requests for help on 
107 union projects. It  has not had the time or resources to take care of a ll these 
requests, but during the period it did help Latin  American unions obtain $13 
million in AFL-CIO loans for housing in Mexico, Peru and El Savador. Up 
to now, offices have been open only in Colombia, Peru and Chile, but the dep art
ment p lans to open more this year in Argentina, Bolivia, Mexico, Jamaica , Vene
zuela, Uruguay, Ecuador and El Salvador.

The housing loan to Mexico, probably the department’s most important proj 
ect so far, illus trates how this activity of the American Inst itute for Free Labor 
Development works. The institute and the Graphic Arts Workers Union of Mexico 
drew plans for a $14 million housing p roject of ninety-seven buildings, contain 
ing 3,000 two- and three-bedroom apartmen ts, at Colonia Jardin  Balbuena in 
the center of Mexico City. The average price for an apartment  would be $3,300 
with monthly payments ranging from $22 to $48. The AFL-CIO used its reserve 
funds to lend $10 million to the Mexican union as soon as the AID agreed to 
guarantee full repaymen t of the loan in dollars. Construction began las t Decem
ber and is scheduled to be finished in August—all under the management of the 
inst itute’s social projec ts department. When finished, the homes will be known 
as the “John F. Kennedy Memorial Workers’ Housing Project.”

Despite the impressive scale of such projects, however, education is the main 
business of the institu te. Since opening in June, 1962, its Washington school 
has trained 181 labor leaders from thirty-one Latin American nations and col
onies. The i nterns  usually receive a stipend when they return home so tha t they 
can devote themselves full time to unionism for a t least  nine months. In addition, 
the inst itute  has set up schools or traveling  instru ctor programs in eleven 
countries, and has train ed more than 1,800 labor leaders on the spot. The 
Washington course covers United States  political structu re, the economics of 
underdevelopment, th e h istory of the AFL-CIO, collective bargaining procedures, 
organizing methods, union finances, communism, dictatorship, Latin American 
militarism, consumer cooperatives, the history of the interna tional labor move
ment, and analyses of labor movements in various nations.

The institute insists tha t no atte mpt is made to propagandize the Latin Ameri
cans. One graduate, Josd Dolores Bau tista  of the Dominican Republic, has an
swered charges of brainwa shing by sayi ng: “I am very happy to be brainwashed 
in the free, friendly and comradely m anner in which we are being brainwashed 
at the institute.”

With Latin  America so volatile, it would be difficult fo r the inst itute  to stay 
clear of politics, even if it wanted to. British  Guiana is one country where the 
insti tute became enmeshed in politics; Honduras is another. The milita ry over
throw of the government of Preside nt Ramon Villeda Morales forced the inst i
tute into some definite political decisions, but its presence h ad been felt earl ier 
in Honduras. Two graduates, Andres Victor Antiles and Santiago P ineda Puerto, 
wrested control of the Stand ard Fr uit  Company Workers Union from the Com
munists l ast  August. About the same time, builders finished the first ten homes of 
a 102-house union projec t financed by AID and handled by the institute. In 
October, when th e m ilita ry junta took power, the insti tute found t hat some union 
leaders wanted to call a general strike  against the new government. An instit ute 
official says th at “Instit ute  personnel urged union leaders to hold back a general 
strike on the basis th at  the Honduran Government at tha t point appeared to 
be determined to meet any opposition with extreme measures.” The institu te, on 
the ground of the worke rs’ needs, also tried  to persuade AID to continue the 
housing project, despite the State Department’s decision to suspend all economic 
aid programs to the new government. AID did not listen to the institute, but, 
when the United State s finally recognized the milita ry government, the housing 
project was the  fi rst A ID program to be resumed. The militar y government, how
ever did not seem to apprecia te the ins titu te’s efforts. It  closed down an AID- 
institute train ing school in Tela and, according to the institu te, seized some of 
the study mater ials and burnt  them as “Communist.”

The inst itute  is not often scorned as “Communist.” It s anti-Communist rig idity 
and its ties with American capital  have caused it far more difficulty in Latin
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Am eric a. Th e Ca tho lic  tr ad e union mov ement, fo r one, wi ll have  no thing  to  
do with  it. One in st itu te  spokesman ad mits  th a t tie s with  big business  “h urt  us 
a t th e st art , bu t it ’s coming to  be acc epted more and mor e.”

No thing in th e in st itute ’s opera tions ha s provoked  any eviden t concern  a t the  
W hi te Hou se or th e S ta te  De partm ent. Th e AF L-CIO has rece ived  only lav ish  
pr aise  fo r its  eff ort s in Lat in  America. Jo hn  F. Ken ned y told the  AF L-CIO con
ven tion la st  f a l l : “I  wan t to  expre ss my ap prec iat ion fo r the ac tions  wh ich  th is  
org aniza tio n ha s tak en  un de r th e lea de rsh ip  of Mr. Meany, both a t home an d 
abroa d, to str engthen th e Un ite d State s, to ma ke it  possibl e in th is  hemisph ere  
fo r lab or  organiz ati ons to  be org anized  so th a t wea lth  can  be more fa ir ly  di s
tr ib ut ed .” Pr es id en t Joh nson , in his  Dec emb er 16 le tt er  to Assist an t Se creta ry  
of St at e Tho mas C. Mann, sa id “I  w an t you to  work close ly wi th pr ivate Un ite d .
St ates  groups and in st itu tio ns  car ry in g ou t ac tiv iti es  in  Lat in  Americ a.” He  th en  
lis ted  sev era l groups . Th e AF L-CIO topped  th e list .

The word in Wash ing ton  is th a t George Meany. pres ide nt of the  AF L-C IO and  
of  th e Americ an In st itut e fo r Fr ee  L abor  Development,  is prou de r o f the  ins tit ut e 
th an  of  a ny  othe r in te rn at io na l opera tion of Am eric an labor. W ith ou t doubt , th e •
in st itute ’s ac tiv ities  and di rect ions  clea rly  ref lec t the phi losophy of Meany and  
of hi s closest, ad vi se r on in te rn at io na l aff air s, Ja y Loveston e. Meany told the  
Chicago E xec utives Club  l ast  y e a r :

We hav e come a long icay  fro m the  day s of  banana  republi cs, wh en Am erican 
com pan ies . . . made  the ir dea ls w ith local tyra nts, with ou t regard  to the  we lfa re  
of  the populat ion.  Mr. [J . Peter'] Grace [pr esident of W. R.  Grace <£ Co. and cha ir
man of  the  in st itu te 's board] and  others  lik e him are we ll aware  that  the  choice 
toda y is between dem ocracy  and Cas troi sm ; and  that  if  democracy  is to win , it  
mus t mee t the  needs and  the des ires  o f the people, star tin g with  a  h igher standard  
of living.  . . . While uni ons  and ma nageme nt m ay  quarre l o ver the  ter ms  of  a con
tract,  wh ile  the  AF L-CI O and bus iness spokesmen may  be dee ply  div ided on a 
wide  range of  dom est ic issues , fro m fiscal pol icy  to fede ra l hous ing,  the y should  
sta nd  togeth er in the  grea t str uggle  o f our  times,  the  s tru gg le th at  w ill  dete rm ine  
the  fu tu re  and  perhaps the  s ur vi va l o f man kin d.

Wo rds  like  the se ar e w ha t have draw n big business  to  Meany’s inst itu te .
He nry S. Woodbridge, board  ch ai rm an  of th e Tru e Temp er Co rporation  and a 
trus te e of the inst itu te , says  “ U.S. bus ine ss supp or t of th e in st itut e is dir ec tly  due 
to  G eorge Meany’s feeling , which  he ha s expre sse d many times, th at  w ith ou t fre e 
lab or  you cannot have  fre e en ter pr ise , and with ou t fre e en terp ris e you cannot 
have  f ree labor. ”

It  is not difficult to see th e im pr in t of Ja y Lovestone, th e AF L-CIO’s in te rn a
tiona l a ffa irs  d irecto r, on t he  operati on s o f th e inst itu te , p ar tic ul ar ly  in its  fe rven t 
an ti- Jaga nism  in Bri tis h Gu ian a. Lovestone. once leader  o f the  Com munist  Par ty  
in the  United  Sta tes , long  ago tra ns fo rm ed  him sel f into one of the  most rab id 
ant i-C ommunis ts with in  th e labo r movement . Meany’s closeness to Lovestone has 
been a pow erfu l ir ri ta n t to W al te r Re uth er . the AF L-CIO vice presi dent who  
hea ded  the CIO bef ore  the  merge r, and to hi s bro the r, Vic tor  Re uth er,  in te rn a
tio na l af fa irs  di recto r of th e Un ited Auto Wo rke rs. Th e New Yo rk Tim es,  af te r 
ide nti fy ing  the  Re uthe rs as  Loves tone’s opposit ion , ha d th is  to say  about Love- «
sto ne  r ec en tly : “To  h is enemies, Mr. Lov esto ne is a sin is ter figure , who, the y say,  
ha s sou red  th e re la tio ns hips  between th e AF L-CIO an d othe r fre e world  tr ad e 
union s by unnec essar y in tr ig ue  and bi tter  feuding . They say  th at  the single- 
minde dne ss of his  ant i-com mu nis m ha s pu t him in essenti all y a nega tive posi tion  
th at ha s mad e it imp ossible  fo r him to work ou t posit ive  program s th a t rea lly  »
would co un ter th e Comm unists .”

The Re uthe rs  ar e sa id to have  th ree main object ions to the  in st itute ’s opera
tion s. They feel th at it  ha s no bus iness eng aging  i n Ce ntr al Int ell ige nce Agency- 
typ e ac tiv ities , th a t is hu rt s Am erican  lab or by it s rig id an ti-Comm unist  policie s, 
and th at it  ha s no righ t to com mit Am eric an labo r to Anaco nda  and Gra ce and 
othe r gian ts of Am eric an econ omic  imper iali sm. But  t he  Reu th er s ar e unwi llin g 
to en da ng er  the  CIO ’s me rge r with  the AF L by ma kin g an  issue  o ut of the  in st i
tut e. They hav e sa id no thing pub licly abou t th ei r mis giv ings and  W al te r Re uthe r 
is a member of the  i ns ti tu te ’s board  of tru ste es.

The re fu sa l of the Re uthe rs  to  ma ke th is a pub lic  issu e ha s meant  t ha t no one 
so fa r ha s ra ise d an y questions  a bo ut the way the in st itut e ha s sha ped  it s course.
Th e s ilence is un fo rtu na te , fo r pe rt in en t q uestions need to  be asked.

Fir st , is it  th e business  of th e AF L-CIO to ov ert hrow  gov ern me nts? Does  the 
Un ite d St at es  Government  real ly  wan t the AF L-CIO to  serve as  a ju ni or  CIA?
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American labor takes on such functions when it enters a Britis h colony in aid of 
an opposition p arty trying  to bring down the government. Senator Wayne Morse 
bellowed long and loud at  American business firms for their part in the overthrow 
of President Juan Bosch of the Dominican Republic. “We cannot just ify at  any 
time any intermingling, intervention, muddling or meddling on the par t of Ameri
can businessmen abroad w’ith American foreign policy,” Morse told the Senate. 
It  might seem tha t meddling by labor—even by labor mixed up with business 
and government—is a s deplorable.

Second, can American labor really do a job in Latin  America when it links 
itself in the minds of the peoples there with our government and business? In 
1959, the University of Chicago’s Research Center in Economic Development and 
Cultural Change, reportin g to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on ways

• American labor can help U.S. foreign policy, wrote tha t “in the  light of histor ical 
experience, any suspicion tha t U.S. union activity  is under the control or in
fluence of the  State Department or other official authoritie s would be disa strous.” 
The report also recommended th at financial assis tance to unions should originate 
exclusively with workers’ organizations. “We cannot advocate tha t trade unionism

* be independent of governments elsewhere, and at the same time blur the distinc
tion between U.S. labor and U.S. Government.”

It  is hard, too, to believe th at Latin Americans will tru st  an American labor 
movement th at works hand in glove with organizations like Anaconda and Grace. 
In fact, any Latin American labor organization tha t accepts insti tute assistance 
may make itself easy prey for the Communists. “How f ar  can or should a U.S. 
firm go in encouraging anti-Communist but free unions?” The University of 
Chicago report asked. “This is obviously a most delicate issue. Clear and sub
stantial and open support on the par t of the company would tu rn the union into 
a company-dominated ‘yellow’ union and, at  the same time, in the sociological 
climate of Latin America, make such an organization an easy targe t for Commu
nist and possibly natio nalis t propaganda.”

The whole operation of t he inst itute  lays it open to  Communist charges th at it 
is doing the bidding of the U.S. Government and of big business, and a campaign 
like the one in Britis h Guiana makes the charges very easy to accept.

Third, has the AFL-CIO made intelligent decisions about whom to support 
or reject? Has communism really suffered setbacks under the onslaught of the 
AFL-CIO? It  seems inevitable, for example, tha t Cheddi Jagan will rule an 
independent Guiana some day, for no other  reason than the fact tha t the East  
Indian population is increasing at a fas ter rate  than the Negro [see ’’British 
Guian a: Prelude to Independence” by T. E. M. McKitterick, The Nation, Sept. 28, 
1963]. In addition, despite the general strik e and the AFL-CIO money, his fol
lowers are making inroads in the t rade  unions.

And even if the AFL-CIO did succeed in ousting Jagan,  it might have to 
worry as much about his probable successor, Forbes Burnham. Ved Prakasl i 
Vatuk of Colorado State University wrote in a pamphlet for the Monthly Review 
Press last  ye ar : “It  is difficult to see where he and Jagan differ ideologically, 
even on the question of the desirability of ‘socialism.’ ” This was echoed by 

w Associated Press correspondent Robert Berrellez, who wrote from Georgetown
last Ju ne : “Pointing up the prevailing theory tha t the country is split racially 
rath er than politically is the fact that, fundamentally, there  is litle ideological 
difference in the platform s of Jaga n and Burnham.” Some political observers 
predict tha t Burnham, who once was a lieute nant of Jaga n in the PPP, will 

4  return to the fold one day, and then where will the anti-Communist inst itute
and its graduates be?

There is nothing wrong with American lab or’s using i ts resources and experi
ence to help unions and workers in Latin America. There is littl e to criticize, in 
fact, in the inst itute’s social projects program. Labor should take  par t in the 
Alliance for Progress and, with no hesitation, accept government guarantees 
on its loans to Latin American unions. But American labor should not play CIA 
and try  to overthrow governments. American labor should not dilute its effec
tiveness by operating in Lati n America on a budget tha t is supplied by the U.S. 
Government and big business. “We in the AFL-CIO,” George Meany has said- 
“do not even try  to influence the structure of the labor movements in other 
nations. We teach the fundamentals of union oper ation; but how the pieces are 
put together is up to the people involved.” U.S. labor should live up to t ha t boa st
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[F ro m  The  N at io n,  Ja n . 1C, 1967]

L ov es to ne , M ea k y  & Sta te — A m er ic an  L abor Ove rs ea s 

(B y H en ry  W. B er ge r)

W he n th e A FL-C IO  Exec ut iv e Co uncil , a t it s mee tin g in Ch ica go  la s t Aug us t, 
of fe red co mplete an d un eq ui vo ca l su ppo rt  of  P re si den t Jo hnso n’s po si tio n in 
Vie tnam , ass ert in g  th a t cr it ic is m  of  th e  w ar “c an  on ly po llut e an d po iso n th e 
bl oo ds trea m  of  ou r de moc racy ,” it  w as  re m ai ni ng  loya l to  a co ns er va tive  fo re ign 
po licy whi ch  th e countr y’s m ajo r la bor or ga niz at io n has  fol low ed  from  th e  st a rt . 
Thi s ou tlo ok  is chara cte ri st ic  of  Ge orge  M ea ny  an d hi s ch ie f advis er  on in te r
nat io nal  af fa ir s,  Ja y  Lo ve sto ne  (d ir ec to r of  th e  A FL-C IO  In te rn ati onal Affa irs  
D epart m en t) , as  well  as  Ir v in g  Brown,  W ill ia m  C. Doh er ty . Jr .,  an d And rew C. 
McL ell an . The se  me n ha ve  long  been  as so ci at ed  w ith th e AFL  win g of  th e  gia nt 
la bor co nf ed er at io n an d,  in  ac tive  co llab or at io n w ith th e U ni ted S ta te s Gov ern
me nt , th ey  la rg el y de te rm in e la bor’s fo re ign po licy. More over,  th ey  co nd uc t th es e 
ve ry  su bst an ti a l ov er se as  ac ti v it ie s al m os t en ti re ly  w ithout co ns ul ting  th e ra nk - 
and-fil e w or ke rs  wh o he lp  to  s ub sidi ze  t hem. To  b e su re , th e  In te rn ati onal Affai rs  
D epar tm en t duti fu ll y  re port s it s  ac ti v it ie s to  annual A FL-C IO  co nv en tio ns  an d 
th ro ughout th e  year is su es  a vo lum inou s barr age  of  pu bl icat io ns . The  re port s 
usu al ly  e it her hai l the ac co m pl ishm en ts  of la bor’s in te rn ati onal ef fo rts or w ar n 
of th e ev er -p re se nt  dan ger  th a t co mmun ism  will  sweep th e fr ee  tr ad e  un ion  
mov em en t of  th e  wor ld . Su ch  rh et ori c , ho wev er , do es  no t stem  from  an y vie ws  
th e mem be rs  th em se lv es  may  ha ve . In st ead , th e w or ke rs  te nd  to  ac ce pt  w ha t 
th e  le ad ers  t el l the m.

The  m ai n te net s of  or ga ni ze d la bor’s p re se nt fo re ig n po lic y w er e es ta bl is he d in 
th e  ear ly  da ys  of th e AFL  under  th e  le ad ers hip  of  Sa mue l Go mp ers . Sign ifi cant  
depart u re s fr om  th e es se nt ia l gu id el in es  w er e nea rl y  al w ay s fo rc ed  re sp on ses to 
specif ic ex te rn al ev en ts , ra th e r th an  fu ndam enta l an d per m an en t ch an ge s in 
idea s.  N or  has succ essiv e le ad ers hip  pr od uc ed  any no tic ea bl e sh if ts  in  pol icy .

T he  m ajo r ex ce pt ion to th e  gen er al  tr u th  of  th is  pr op os iti on  w as  th e in te rn a
tion al  ou tlo ok  of  th e  CIO  uni on s th a t brok e from  th e AFL  in th e  1930s. On th e 
wh ole , th e  CI O te nd ed  to  be le ss  doct ri nai re , m or e flex ible, mor e w ill ing to 
reco gn ize th a t ch an ge s co uld be pr od uc ed  by  indi ge no us  so cial co nd iti on s,  an d 
w er e not al w ay s di re ct ed  from  Moscow. Thi s vi ew po in t he lp s to  ex pl ai n th e 
pr es en t s tr a in  be tw ee n th e  le ad ers hip  of  th e  tw o m aj or co mpo ne nts of  th e 
A FL-C IO .

Fro m  th e  be ginn ing,  th e A FL vi ew ed  th e in te rn ati onal scene in  te rm s of  such 
nar ro w  do mes tic  bre ad -a nd-b utter  is su es  as  ov er se as  co mpe tit ion fr om  ch ea p 
labo r, and che ap  goods. Con se qu en tly , t he  fed er at io n  h abitual ly  end or se d m ea su re s 
th a t wou ld  pr ot ec t it  from  co m pe tit ion,  in cl ud in g im m ig ra tion  re st ri ct io n, im 
pr ov ed  wor ld -w id e la bor st an d a rd s an d,  fo r muc h of  it s his to ry , high  ta ri ff s on 
m an y it em s pr od uc ed  by  const it uen t un ions . B ut th es e go als  were ti ed  to  an  ou t
look  whi ch  in cr ea sing ly  e m ph as ized  th e  v ir tu es of  b us ines s un ioni sm , ch am pion ed  
liber al  ca pi ta li sm , espo us ed  a  co nse rv at iv e tr a d e  un ion pr og ra m , prom ote d 
th e export  of  an  AFL  styl e of  un ion,  an d re si st ed  alt e rn ati ve  la bor ideologies.

I t  ca nnot be  de nied  th a t th e  A FL  he lped  to  cre ate  un io ns  in  som e are as whe re  
v ir tu a ll y  no  la bor mov em en t had  ex is te d.  T hi s w as  p art ic u la rl y  tr u e  in Lat in  
Amer ica.  In  tim e,  it  w as  be lie ve d, th is  de ve lopm en t wo uld be ne fit  la bo r in the 
U ni te d S ta te s be ca us e th e  fo re ig n uni on s wou ld  re du ce  th e  co m pe tit io n of 
ch ea p la bor as  th ey  fo rc ed  h ig her wag es  f ro m  em ploy ers. Moreover, h ig her  w ag es  
wou ld  m ea n a  la rg er m ark e t fo r m an y goods pr od uc ed  by un io n mem be rs  in th e 
U ni te d S ta te s.  B ut th e  uni on s whi ch  th e  A FL pr om ot ed  ab ro ad  wer e ei th er  p a t
te rn ed  a f te r  th e AFL  un io ns  th em se lv es  or w er e poli tica lly al lied  w ith  th e 
Amer ican  la bor fe der at io n. F in all y , in  a  nu m be r of  i ns ta nc es  th e  fe de ra tion  spon 
so re d un io ns  to  co mpe te  w ith  an  a lr eady  ex is ting  la bo r mo vemen t. I t in it ia te d 
ac ti v it ie s in  o th er co unt ri es  w here ver  an d w he ne ve r it  had  th e  re so ur ce s to  
do so. an d in cr ea si ng ly  co ll ab ora te d  w ith  th e  U ni te d S ta te s Gov er nm en t in  p u r
su it  of  com mo n fo re ig n po lic y ob ject ives .

Rec or ds  to  do cu m en t th es e te nd en ci es  ex is t fr om  as  ea rl y  as  th e  fi rs t de ca de s 
of  th e  c en tu ry  an d co nt in ue  to  th e  pr es en t.  Th e w or k of  AFL  or gan iz er s in Lat in  
Amer ica an d th e P ac ifi c a ft e r th e  Sp an ish- A m er ic an  W ar . Sa mue l Gom pe rs’ close 
as so ci at io n w ith  t he fo re ig n po lic y of W oo drow  W ils on , an d un ion ef fo rts  (te mpo  
ra ri ly  un su cc es sf ul ) in  Euro pe du ri n g  and im m ed ia te ly  fo llo wing W or ld  W ar  1 
ar e  bu t hi gh ligh ts  of  th is  long  and  co ns ciou s invo lv em en t in  fo re ign af fa irs.  Th e
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death  of  G om pers and  th e  corni ng  of  th e  de pr es sion  se rv ed  m om en ta ri ly  to ch eck 
la bor' s fo re ig n ac tivit ie s,  bu t th er e w as  no  sh if t in  ba sic po lic ies . W hat  ch an ge d 
w as  th e  de gree  of  invo lv em en t.

In  fa ct , th e  A FL ’s u lt ra conse rv ati ve post ure  w as  conf irm ed  and it s ef fo rt s to  
in flu en ce  th e sh ap e of ove rs ea s la bor  m ov em en ts  an d off icia l U ni te d S ta te s po lic y 
w er e rene wed  and  in te ns if ie d whe n th e CI O em erge d a s  a co mpe tit ive fo rc e in  
th e  mid-1 930 ’s. W hi le  p a r t of  th is  a tt it u d e  w as  in  re sp on se  to CIO acti v it ie s 
ab ro ad , es pe cial ly  in  L ati n  America,  th e  ch ar ac te r o f A FL po lic y w as  of  it s ow n 
mak ing.  W ill iam Gr ee n,  th en  pre si den t of th e  fe der at io n, an d his  as so ci at es . 
M at th ew  Wo ll, Jo hn  F re y, C hes te r W ri gh t and Ge org e Meany , st ro ng ly  opj>osed 
th e  pr og re ss iv e an d n a ti o n a li st  C on fe de ra tion  of  M ex ican  W ork er s (C TM ),  led  
by  th e  M ar xi st -o ri en te d V icen te  Lo mba rd o To leda no , and  th e oi l-nat io na liza tion 

* pro gra m  of  th e Laz ar o  Cfir de na s regime— bo th  of  whi ch  w er e en do rs ed  by  th e
CIO. The fe der at io n  ch os e in st ea d to  su pport  th e  im po te nt  and  co ns er va tive  
R eg io na l Con fe de ra tion  of Mex ican  W ork er s (C BO M) an d th ose  in th e S ta te  
D epart m ent who  tr ie d  to  re s is t th e na ti onali zati on  de cre es .

a  Thi s co ns er va tive  posi tion was  re pea te d  th ro ughout L ati n  Amer ica,  Eur op e
and As ia duri ng an d a f te r  W or ld  W ar II . To  be  su re , th e  AFL  w as  a n ear ly  an d 
vigo ro us  op po ne nt  of F asc is t an d o th er righ t-w in g a u th o ri ta ri a n  regi mes  which  
se t ou t to  de st ro y at l tr a d e  un ions . B u t it  te nd ed  to  to le ra te , an d so m et im es  
to  em br ac e,  re acti onary  re gi m es  th a t w er e vigo ro us ly  an ti -C om m un is t an d th a t 
perm it te d  A FL-s up po rted  un io ns  to  fu nc tion . Su ch  w as  th e si tu at io n  a ft e r th e 
w ar in  Gre ece , in  th e C ar ib bea n an d C entr al Amer ica,  in  Bol iv ia  an d in China . 
Moreover, a s th e  figh tin g en de d,  th e  A FL’s ca m pa ig n in  W es te rn  Eur op e,  L at in  
Amer ica,  and A sia  re ce iv ed  p ol it ic al  an d eco nomic su ppor t from  W as hi ng to n.

Som e of  th is  un io n- go ve rn m en t co op er at io n he ld  ov er  from  labo r in vo lv em en t 
in  w art im e ag en cies , es pe ci al ly  th e Office of  In te r- A m er ic an  Affai rs  (O IA A ),  
he ad ed  by Ne lso n Roc ke fe lle r. Men as so ci at ed  w ith th e  AFL , am on g them  Jo hn  
H er ling , Se ra fin o R om ua ld i (l a te r in ch ar ge of  th e fe dera ti on ’s In te r-A m er ic an  
A ff a ir s) , R ob er t J.  W a tt  an d Dav id  Dub insk y,  had  e it her offic ial o r unoff icial 
ties  w ith  th e OIA A. Ir v in g  Brown,  wh o pr ob ab ly  di d mor e th an  an y o th er sing le  
pe rs on to  pr om ote A FL ob je ct iv es  in E uro pe an d A fr ic a a ft e r 1944. be ga n th is  
in vo lv em en t as  d ir ecto r of  th e Lab or  and M an po wer  Div is ion of  th e For ei gn  
Ec on om ic A dm in is tr a ti on  (F E A ) in  which  he  se rv ed  duri ng th e  cr it ic al  m onth s 
of  A pr il to  Se ptem be r, 1945. Bro wn th en  re si gn ed  fr om  th e FEA  be ca us e he  be 
lie ve d th a t Am er ic an  po lic y m ak er s in  G er m an y w er e pr om ot in g la bor po lic ies  
which , in  h is  w ords , se rv ed  “t he  in te re st s of  t he  So viet Union .” B ut th is  d is ag re e
m en t di d no t te rm in ate  B ro w n’s w or k fo r th e A FL i n Eur op e,  no r en d AFL  coop
era ti on  w ith th e  g ov er nm en t. In  fa ct , th e  re la ti onsh ip  w as  ev en tu al ly  fo rm al iz ed  
an d th e go ve rn m en t le an ed  in cr ea sing ly  to w ard  th e  AFL  po in t of  vie w in fo re ig n 
la lm r m at te rs .

I t  is Im port an t to  em ph as ize th a t A FL  ag en ts  wer e pro se ly tizi ng  in L ati n  
Amer ica.  As ia and Euro pe well  be fo re  it  ca n be se riou sly ar gued  th a t th e So viet  
Un ion  w as  in any  a ct iv e se ns e in te rv en in g in  t ho se  a re as  o n beh al f of  Com m un is t 
la bor le ad er sh ip . So viet  su ppo rt  an d di re ct io n ca me a ft e r loc al Com m un is ts  w er e 

w  a lr ea dy inv olve d in  uni on s on t he ir  ow n, a s  in  F ra nce a nd  I ta ly . Mo reover,  a s  ev en
co ns er va tive  j o u rn a li st s re po rt ed , th e  C om m un is ts  in  W es te rn  Eur op e w er e qu ite 
m od er at e and c oo pe ra te d w ith  no n-Com mun is t gr ou ps  un ti l 1947, w’hen  Eas t- W es t 
re la ti ons tu rn ed  ex ce ed in gly cold . The  A FL in te rv en ed  vigo ro us ly  p ri o r to  th es e 
de ve lopm en ts  a nd  did so on it s ow n in it ia ti ve. The  in te rv en tion  w as  su rr ep ti ti ous 

< an d de sig ne d to  under m in e la bo r el em en ts  a lr eady  in  ex is te nc e o r em er ging  from
th e ch ao s o f W or ld  W ar II .

In  L ati n  A mer ica th e  fe dera ti on  simpl y rene wed  it s h is to ri cal invo lvem en t. 
Ge org e Meany  w as  se nt to  Mexico in  De cemb er.  1944, to  in ve st ig at e th e  po ss ib il
it ie s of  w or ki ng  w ith  co nse rv at iv e el em en ts  of  th e  Mex ican  CTM  in op po si tio n to  
Vice nte L om ba rd o Tol ed an o an d th e hem isph er ic  C on fe de ra tion  of  L at in  A m er ic an  
W or ke rs  (C TA L)  whi ch  h e now he ad ed . The  A FL h ad  c ha ng ed  i ts  pos iti on  tow a rd  
th e CTM  be ca us e it  w’as  c le arl y  th e dom in an t Mex ican  un ion an d be ca us e it  co n
ta in ed  c on se rv at iv e men  w ith  w hom th e  A FL m ig ht  h e a bl e to  jo in  ha nd s.

W hi le  th e U.S . D ep art m ent of S ta te  off icia lly divo rc ed  it se lf  from  M ea ny ’s 
ve nt ur e,  i t in fa c t ga ve  a ss is ta nce a nd en co ur ag em en t. Mea ny  re po rted  on h is  fin d
ings  t o Ge org e S. M es se rs m ith,  th e Amer ican  A m ba sa do r to  Mex ico . A y ear la te r,  
Se rafin o Rom ua ld i, th e  official  In te r-A m er ic an  re pre se nta tive,  tr av el ed  ex te n 
siv ely  th ro ug h L ati n  A m er ic a to  seek  su pport  fo r a la bor fe der at io n  th a t wou ld  
ri va l th e CTAL. H is  tr ip  w as  in  p a r t underw ri tt en  w ith  pu bl ic  fu nd s,  sinc e h is



ostensible reason for going south was to represent American labor a t the regional 
International Labor Organization (ILO) Conference in Mexico City. State had 
a say in planning the rest of Romualdi’s itinerary .

These events were followed by increased consultation between AFL and State 
Department officials, in particula r Romualdi, Assistant Secretary of Sta te Spruille 
Braden, and the chief of the division of labor attaches , Daniel Horowitz. From 
these meetings emerged the Inter-American Confederation of Labor (CIT) , pred
ecessor to the present-day Inter-American Regional Organization of Workers 
(ORIT).

In Europe, the ALF set out to establish anti-Communist cadres through 
heavy financial assistance, generous political advice and widespread underground 
activities. Its  major instrument was the Free Trade Union Committee (FTUC) 
whose executive secretary was Jay  Lovestone. Lovestone’s chief man in Europe 
was Irving Brown. The method of operat ion was simple—dual unionism. Thus in 
France the AFL urged unions to split from the General Confederation of Labor 
(CGT), and materia lly ass isted the format ion of the rival Force Ouvri&re (F.O.).

Brown also intervened in French strikes. The most famous of these episodes 
was a strike  agains t the delivery of American arms at French ports in 1949-50. 
Brown supplied the funds and the manpower to get the mater ial landed and 
thus helped to defeat the unions involved.

In France, as elsewhere in  Europe, AFL showed litt le patience with those who 
saw distinctions between var ious factions of the Left or who refused to consider 
all Communists mere Kremlin robots. Thus a long-time labor attach^ to Paris, 
Richard Eldridge—whose knowledge of French labor  was extraordinary, and who 
suggested a more flexible policy in dealing with the French Left—ran into the op
position of the AFL “activists.” The whole story of Eldridge, who seems to have 
had the confidence of American Ambassador Jefferson Caffery, will probably 
never be known, but he is proof th at not all American officials shared the AFL’s 
almost theological view of foreign labor matters.

In Italy , Brown and Harry  Goldberg opposed Socialists as well as Commu
nists, and helped to splinter the labor movement in that country too. Similar 
courses were followed in Greece, Germany and the Orient. Richard Deverall, the 
top AFL figure in Japan,  had previously served with the American military gov
ernment. The AFL also sent him to In dia, and H arry Goldberg moved from Italy  
to Indonesia. The available evidence suggests tha t a great deal of money was 
pumped into these missions and that  it came from government sources as well 
as from the AFL.

No one disputes the right of the AFL to take whatever political stand its 
judgment dictates. But what  was so disturbing about the ventures cited above 
was the means the leadership used to  approach its goals. First,  the AFL became 
thickly involved in the labor affairs  of other nations. This not only violated an
other AFL principle—the autonomy of labor unions—but it paralleled the very 
practices of the Communists that  the AFL daily condemned. Second, the activity 
was carried on without the knowledge or prior consent of most rank-and-file union 
members at home. Third, the AFL increasingly tied its overseas activities to 
United States Government agencies, including the CIA. None of these develop
ments fitted well into the democratic tradi tion of American unionism.

Meanwhile, in the increasingly bitt er atmosphere of the cold war, the CTO 
withdrew from the Communist-dominated WFTU and, along with the AFL, 
affiliated wi th the International Confederation of F ree Trade Unions (ICFTU). 
Among other things, the agreement between the AFL and the CIO on foreign 
policy helped to create the climate for  thei r merger in 1955. Although many in 
the CIO had been disillusioned by th eir experience with the Communists in the 
WFTU, what  happened in that  situat ion was by no means inevitable. Tt was 
rath er the outcome of a deteriorat ing relationsh ip between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. Nor did the result necessarily vindicate either the premises 
or the p ractices of AFL foreign policy. Even so, AFL leaders stepped up th eir ac
tivities after the  merger, despite the formal liquidation of the Free Trade Com
mittee. Lovestone and his assis tants  have continued to the present thei r private 
espionage efforts abroad and have remained firmly in control of the foreign 
apparatus  of the AFL-CIO.

George Meany estimated in 1963 tha t 25 per cent of AFL-CIO income—“plus 
a great deal more from our various affiliates—goes into these international ac
tivities .” But this  statem ent does not  suggest the very substantial income from 
another major source—the United States Government. It  has been estimated at 
$110 million.



AFL-CIO involvement with official inte rnatio nal policy has been expanded also 
by the increase of government personnel working in the  field of intern ation al labor 
relations. By 1965, sixty-five labor attach es were assigned to United States 
embassies, 125 part-tim e labor officers and miscellaneous labor personnel were 
attache d to embassies and  missions of the  Agency fo r Inter natio nal Development 
(AI D) overseas, an d twenty-one persons were employed a s full-time workers in 
the State Department and AID in Washington. Nearly all these employees were 
cleared for appointment by the AFL-CIO, thei r mili tant anti-Commuuist cre
dentials being scrutinized with par ticu lar care.

The atti tude  of the men who make American labor’s foreign policy has pro
duced a continuing dispute between them and Socialist-oriented unions affiliated 
with the 1CFTU. Many in the worlld labor body would like to see a relaxa tion 
of tensions between E ast  and West and less AFL-CIO dominance of the organiza
tion. Meany, Lovestone and company decidedly oppose this view. It  is this sort 
of issue tha t provides the base for argument, not Mr. Meany’s alleged quarre l 
with ICFTU officials over administrativ e matte rs or his concern about the per
sonal morals of some ICFTU staff members.

A similar division between the AFL-CIO and th e unions of other countries has 
occurred in the ICFTU’s Latin American affiliate, OBIT. The AFL’s first sus
tained overseas involvement was in Latin America, and it is still the scene of 
some of its most extensive activity. This is most dramatically illus trate d in the 
work of the American Inst itute for Free Labor Development (AIFL D), now 
directed by William C. Doherty, Jr . (see “Labor Between Bread  and Revolution” 
by Sidney Lens, The Nation, September 19, 1966 ). The AIFLD. with a budget 
running into the millions, maintains fourteen Latin American field offices and 
has trained more t han 30,000 students in United States union policies, tactic s and 
organizational procedures. Nearly 500 of these students have taken advanced 
courses in Washington, have been placed on the A IFLD’s payroll for nine months 
afte r they returned home, and have engaged in political activities in the ir coun
tries, designed to advance the inter ests of the AFL-CIO and the United States 
Government.

The objectives of the AIFLD trai ning  schools have been primari ly political. 
Paul K. Reed, former international representative  of the United Mine Workers, 
made this  clear in an exchange with the employer of one trad e unionist from 
Bogota. Colombia. Requesting a year’s leave for this  man, a union official, in 
order tha t he might partic ipate inthe AIFLD educational program. Reed de- 
cleared tha t “we feel strongly th at through the education of the workers it will 
be possible to hal t the wave of communism sweeping through Latin America.”

What this means in practice has become all too clear. In British  Guiana, the 
AFL, along with large American corporations, supported the successful opponents 
of the Cheddi J agan  left ist regime, and in Brazil the AIFLD has cooperated with 
the militar y dictat orship of Humberto Castelo Branco. Only recently, Doherty 
endorsed Castelo Branco during public ceremonies dedicating a housing project 
largely financed by AID. In the Dominican Republic, federation-supported right- 
wing laborites helped in 1963 to oust Jua n Bosch. The American union activity  
was so heavy-handed tha t eventually the Dominicans demanded t hat  Fred Somer- 
ford, United States labor attach^, and Andrew McLellan, the ORIT repre senta
tive. leave the country. Nevertheless, the AFL-CIO strenuously opposed Bosch 
in the 1966 elections, following American milit ary intervention. It  accused Bosch’s 
revolutionary party (P RD ), on very little  evidence, of being Communist dom
inated, and leveled the same charge a t unions support ing him.

The AIFLD has been a chief supporting instrument of these and other AFL - 
CIO activit ies in Latin America. It  has also carried on what it calls “social pr oj
ects,” a series of efforts largely financed by the U.S. Government through AID. 
These include housing developments, worker co-ops, credi t unions, banks, a ppren 
tice schools, medical clinics and union halls. Many of them are impressive achieve
ments, but all have been channeled to the “proper” political recipients and 
favored unionists. The money, thus, has been political money, dispensed in 
accordance with AFL-CIO political objectives.

In these ambitious undertakings, the AIFLD has enjoyed not only the active 
participa tion and cooperation of the U.S. Government but  also the support of ce r
tain private U.S. firms which have seen a controlled, ant iradi cal union movement 
as necessary to the ir well-being. The board of truste es of the AIFLD includes 
J. Peter Grace of W. R. Grace and Company, Berent Friele of the Rockefeller 
Foundation, Charles Brinckerhoff, president  of the Anaconda Company, and 
Juan  Trippe, presid ent of Pan American Airways.

AFL-CIO ventures in the area have, of course, been severely denounced by 
Latin American Communists and some Socialists. But the opposition has  not come



on ly  fr om  th e tr ad it io n a l Lef t. Supp or te rs  of fo rm er  P re si den t Ju an  Per on  of  
A rg en tina ha ve  been  sh arp ly  cri ti cal an d so has a gr ou p of la bo r or ga ni za tions 
gat here d  in a gr ow in g org an iz at io n  kn ow n as  th e L at in  Amer ican  C on fe de ra tion  
of  C hri st ia n  T ra de Union s (C LASC ), w ith  it s cente r of  op er at io ns a t San tiag o 
de  Ch ile . CLASC is  af fi lia ted w ith th e In te rn a ti ona l Fed era ti on  of  C hri st ia n  
T ra de  Union s (I F C T U ),  w ith  Eur op ea n chapte rs  in  Fra nce , Be lgi um , German y,  
It a ly  a nd  H ol land .

Tho ug h st il l sm al l in nu m ber s (a bout 50,000 du es -p ay in g m em be rs ),  CLASC 
is  a vigo ro us  co m pet itor  of  O RIT  an d a m il it an t op po ne nt  of  U.S.  un ion ac ti v it y  
and w hat it  te rm s A m er ic an  “im per ia li sm ” in  L at in  Amer ica.  B ut CLASC is  a lso 
st ro ng ly  an ti -C om m un is t and  seem s to  bo rrow  mu ch  of  it s cen tr al ide olo gy  an d 
ap pe al  from  Per onis ta  rh et ori c . Th e em ph as is  is  upon  neu tr al is m  in  th e cold w ar 
and a  re vo lu tion ar y so cial  pr og ra m  in L ati n  Ameri ca . CLAS C has been ab le  to 
ca us e di ffi cu lti es  fo r A lli an ce  fo r Pro gre ss  tr ad e  un io n oper at io ns an d th us to  
fo rc e U.S.  off icia ls to  co nsi der  giving  it  a ro le  in  pla nn in g Alli an ce  la bor polici es.  
Thi s di st re ss es  th e A FL-C IO , which  has ch ar ge d th a t CLASC “h as tr ad it io nall y  
opposed th e U.S . type  of econom ic sy ste m, has been an ti -A ll ia nc e fo r Pro gr es s,  
A nt i-Org an izat io n of  A m er ic an  S ta te s an d an ti -P an  Am er ic an ism .”

Ho we ver, no t al l th e  A FL-C IO  le ad er sh ip  sh ar es  th a t es tim at e.  Am ong thos e 
wh o ta ke  an  appare n tl y  m or e op en -m inde d view  are  W alt er an d Vic to r R eu th er . 
In de ed , th e R euth er  b ro th ers  and th e ir  fr ie nds ha ve  in cr ea sing ly  ob ject ed  to  th e  
en ti re  M ea ny -L ov es tone  fo re ig n pol icy . Thi s schi sm  has  long  been su sp ec ted,  bu t 
re ce nt ly  th er e ha ve  be en  sh arp  pu bl ic ex ch an ge s be tw ee n th e tw o gr ou ps  ov er  
su ch  m att ers  as  la bor’s re la ti onsh ip  w ith th e  S ta te  D epar tm en t an d th e  CIA,  th e  
A FL-C IO  bo yc ot t of th e IL O a ft e r a  Pol ish de le ga te  w as  elec ted pr es id en t, th e  
ro le  of  th e A FL-C IO  in  th e  D om in ican  cr is is , th e fe dera ti on’s po si tio n on V ie t
na m. and  it s fo re ig n po lic y th eo ri es  and t ac ti cs  in  gen er al .

T he  la te st  m ee ting  of th e  ex ec ut iv e co un ci l on Nov em be r 14 confi rm ed  AFL  
co nt ro l of  o rgan ized  la bor’s fo re ig n po licy. W alt er R eu th er , fo r re as on s which  a re  
no t ye t en ti re ly  cl ea r,  ch os e not  to  a tt en d  th e  coun cil  mee tin g,  which  en do rs ed  
th e en ti re  elev en -y ea r fo re ig n po lic y re co rd  of  th e mer ge d fe de ra tion . The N ew  
Yor k Ti m es  re port ed  th a t whe n Mr. Mea ny  w as  as ke d w het her  th is  m ea nt th a t 
th e  council  fe lt  it  had  m ad e no  m is ta kes  w ha tsoe ve r duri ng  th is  pe rio d,  he  re 
pl ied : "Y ep”—a  re sp on se  which  may  l>e ta ken  to in dic at e th a t th e  Me any-L ove- 
ston e ou tlo ok  h as  becom e m or e rigi d th an  e ve r.

By  op en ly  d is put in g t he  po si tion  of  M ea ny  an d Lo ve sto ne . W alt er R euth er has 
pr ob ab ly  ri sk ed  hi s ch an ce s to  succeed Mea ny  as  A FL-C IO  pr es id en t, but per 
ha ps he  has al so  se t up  th e nu cleu s of  a le ad ers hip  ab le  to  ch al leng e th e est ab 
lish ed  fo re ign po licy of  org an iz ed  labo r. li e  may  el ec t to  do  th is  by dis so ci at in g 
th e Uni ted Au to W or ke rs  f ro m  th e fo re ig n po licy of  t he nat io nal  labo r fe der at io n, 
and by ad op ting  an  in dep en dent  st an d. I t  has  bee n su gg es ted th a t R eu th er’s 
ab se nc e from  th e Nov em be r 14 m ee tin g of  th e coun cil  w as  a fi rs t st ep  in  th a t 
di re ct io n.  W ha te ve r th e st ra te gy , R euth er c ou ld  poss ibl y pr ov id e a di ff er en t d ir ec 
tio n fo r la bor’s in te rn a ti ona l ac ti v it ie s an d also  re st o re  a po rt io n of  a ba dl y 
da m ag ed  d em oc ra tic la bor  t ra d it io n .

The  a lt e rn ati ve  t h a t R eu th er re pre se nts  is urg en t fo r ano th er an d per hap s st il l 
mo re  im port an t re as on . The  pre se nt fo re ig n policy  o f th e fe der at io n c ontr ib ute s to 
an  in cr ea se d co ld -w ar  m il it a ry  bu ild -up in  th e U ni ted S ta te s,  be ca us e it  em pha
size s m il it ary  re sp on se s to  si tu ati ons ab ro ad . Fro m  Vie tnam  to th e Dom in ican  
Re publi c, th e A FL-C IO  has en do rsed  th e us e of  ar m ed  force.  In  so  do ing , Am er 
ican  lab or  p lace s it s ow n ho pe s fo r do mes tic  econo mic an d so ci al  a dv an ce  in  se ve re  
je op ar dy .

C ontr ary  to  officia l pro cl am at io ns fr om  W as hi ng to n,  th e  U.S.  ca nn ot  ha ve  it s 
gu ns  a nd  b u tt e r too. A lr ea dy th e G re at  So cie ty  pr og ra m s ha ve  been  slas he d.  T ha t 
fa c t s ho uld be em ph as ized  now . be fo re  a ny on e ru sh es  to th e de fens e of  the  Adm in 
is tr a ti on  by as cr ib in g th ose  cu ts  to  a  fu tu re  po lit ic al  co nseq ue nc e of  Rep ub lic an  
elec tio n successes. The  cu tb ac ks be ga n long  be fo re  la s t No ve mb er and ar e  mos tly  
th e re su lt  o f t he st ep pe d- up  w ar in Viet na m.

In  th e long  ru n,  A m er ic an  la bor  do es  not be ne fit  from  th is  si tu at io n, even  if  
som e w or ke rs  in  de fe ns e- or ie nt ed  in dust ri es a re  te m pora ri ly  th e ri ch er . T he w ar 
boom  m us t fin all y end, but it  m ay  no t do so be fo re  co nd it io ns  are  cr ea te d  which  
de pr iv e w or ke rs  of  im port an t social  pr og ra m s,  re su lt s in  a pos tw ar  de pr es sion , or  
co nt in ue  th e m il it ary  b ui ld -u p to  lo gica l an d to ta lly  d is ast ro us consequences .

So, in th e end. fo re ig n po lic y an d do mes tic  po lit ic s a re  clo se ly al lie d,  an d th e 
A FL -C IO  ca nn ot  p re te nd o th er w is e w ithout in ju ry  to  it se lf . Fro m  ev ery poin t of  
view, th er ef or e,  i t become s a co nc re te  a nd m ora l im per at iv e fo r Amer ican  la bo r to  
revi se  it s as su m pt io ns  about th e  ro le  and go als of  Amer ican  la bo r ab ro ad .
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[F ro m  T he N at io n,  Sep t. 19, 1966 ]

Lat in  Amer ica  IV — Labor Bet wee n Bread and  R evolution 

(B y Sidn ey  Len s)

(A s a w ri te r fo r m any pu bl ic at io ns  an d ne icsp ap cr s Mr . Len s ha s v is it ed  
eigl ity -one  co un tr ie s. H is  m ost  re ce nt  book  is  R ad ic al ism  in  Amer ica,  pu bl ishe d  
la st  M ay  by Th om as  Y. Cr oicc ll. )

The  prob lem co nfr onting  L ati n  Amer ica la bor ca n be defin ed  in  on e est im ate  
an d one fa ct .T lie  est im ate  is  th a t by th e year 2000 th e popu la tion  of th is  a re a  
will  be 600 mill ion,  tw o and a ha lf  tim es  th e  pre se nt fig ure . The  fa c t is th a t th e  
gra in  si tu ati on  is to da y d ra st ic a lly  w or se  th an  it  w as  in  th e  1030s. T h ir ty  
year s ago, th e tw en ty  nati ons of  L at in  Amer ica ex port ed  mor e gra in  th an  any 
o th er a re a  in  th e w o rl d ; to day  th ey  a re  ne t im port er s an d th e ir  per  cap it a l 
outp ut ha s de cl ined  by  16 p er cent.

The re fo re , no m a tt e r ho w qu ie sc en t th e  a re a  may  appear to  tie fr om  tim e 
to tim e,  ex plos ions  a re  in ev it ab le ; a rt fu l m an eu ver s and m il it ary  su pp re ss io n 
ca n ca p th e pre ss ure  ju s t so  long. T hu s th e de cision  co nfr ont in g ea ch  L at in  
A m er ic an  un ion is  how muc h en ergy  it  sh ou ld  ap ply to bre ad -a nd-b utter  issu es  
an d how mu ch  to  so cial  re vo lu tion . I f  th e  w or ker s co ncentr ate  p ri m ari ly  on 
w in ni ng  hi gh er  wag es  and  al li ed  be ne fit s, wi ll they  ev en tu al ly  w h it tl e  th e 
po wer  of th e ol ig ar ch ie s and  ac hi ev e an  adeq uat e way  of  l i f e ; or.  w hi le  co n
tinu in g  to  fig ht  fo r wag e ga in s,  m us t th ey  det er m in e to  des troy  th e  ol ig ar ch ic  
st ru c tu re  it se lf ?

Fav or in g th e fi rs t co ur se  a re  thos e uni on s co m pr is in g O RIT  (I nte r- A m er ic an  
Reg iona l Lab or  O rg an iz at io n) which  a re  link ed  to an d gu id ed  by th e  AFL -C IO . 
Fav ori ng th e  seco nd  co ur se  a re  th e Com m un is t un ions , an d mor e re ce nt ly  th e  
nat io nal is t,  n eu tr a li s t org an iz at io ns gr ou pe d in  CLASC (L ati n  Amer ican  Co n
fe dera ti on  of  C hri st ia n  T ra de  U nio ns ).  The  st ory  of  la bor in  th is  a re a  is to ld  
in th e ch urn in g conf lic t o f t hes e s tr at eg ie s.

Ther e a re  90 mill ion to  95 mill ion urb an  and ru ra l to il e rs  in th e ni ne te en  
repu bl ic s so ut h of  th e  Rio  G ra nd e (l ea vi ng ou t C uba) , o f wh om  15 per  cen t or 
13 mill ion ca rr y  un ion ca rd s.  Th e pr op ort io n var ie s widely fr om  co unt ry  to  
co un try.  In  Bo liv ia , w he re  a social re vo lu tion  too k pl ac e in  1952, al m os t th e  
who le w or ki ng  cl as s is  or ga ni ze d.  In  P ara guay , B ra zi l.  Ecu ad or , H a it i and 
mos t of  t he  C en tr al  A m er ic an  na tion s,  th e  r a ti o  is under 5 per  c en t or 10 p er ce nt , 
and mos t of  th es e a re  on ly  no m in al  un io nis ts , sinc e th ey  ca nnot  en ga ge  in 
st ri kes or  tr u e  co lle ct iv e bar ga in in g.  In  Peru , 400,000 a re  org an iz ed  out of  a 
labo r fo rc e of  5 mill ion,  and in  Ch ile,  w her e la bor  does ha ve  a de gr ee  of  powe r, 
on ly 10 pe r ce nt  of  a po te n ti a l 2.5 mi llion  a re  en ro lle d.  A rg en tina , wh ose un io ns  
w er e bu il t ar ti fi ci al ly  by Per on , has  a co ns id er ab le  mo veme nt.  So do es  Mexico, 
whi ch  st il l be ne fit s from  th e  leg acy of  C ar den as  in th e  1930s.

B u t siz e is of  s ec on da ry  sig nific an ce , fo r po w er  r est s not in  pi ck et -l ine ef fect ive
ne ss  or  re al bar gai n in g b u t in  po lit ics. On e ca n sa y th a t unio ns  ex is t in  H ait i,  
N ic ar ag ua . B ra zi l, H ondura s or  Par aguay , but in fa c t th ey  a re  im pot en t under  
th e  pr ev ai ling d ic ta to ri a l go ve rn m en ts . A ft er th e  ove rthr ow  of  Ja co b Ar be nz , 
G ua te m al an  un io ns  w en t a  de ca de  w ithou t a si ng le  ge ner al  wag e in cr ea se . Th e 
un ions  in B ra zi l, des pi te  glow ing re port s by  th e A FL-C IO , w er e em as cu la te d 
by  th e m il it ary  coup  d 'e ta t o f tw o  years  ag o, whe n hundre ds of un io ns  w er e 
pl ac ed  under  tr ust eesh ip  by  Cas te lo  B ra nc o in  ord er  to  rem ove th e influ en ce  
of fo rm er  P re si den t G ou la rt  an d th e Co mmun ist s. The  sa m e th in g  ha pp en ed  in 
E cu ad or duri ng th e  m il it a ry  regi me th a t w as  re ce ntly  ov er th ro wn.

The  Con fe de ra tion  of M ex ican  W ork er s (C TM ) cl ai m s 1.25 mill ion mem be rs  
an d fu nc tions  in  a m or e st ab le  m ili eu  th a t may  be ca lled —str e tc h in g  th in gs a 
b it —a “d em oc ra cy .” bu t it  is  no t re al ly  an  in dep en dent org an iz at io n.  As p a r t of  
th e  ru li ng  part y  (P R I) , w hi ch  has  be en  as su re d  of  el ec to ra l vi ct or y fo r mor e 
th an  th re e  d ec ad es . CT M co nt ro ls  la bor  ra th e r  th an  re pre se nts  it . I ts  le ad er s are  
in th e le gis la tu re  or  in  fa t go ve rn m en t jobs , and th ou gh  they  do win  som e ga in s 
fo r th e  wor king m an , th ey  a re  fa r  mor e se rv ile to  th e  go ve rn m en t th a  n th e un ion 
le ad er s to  wh om  we  a re  ac cu stom ed . W hat th ere  is  of  an  in de pe nd en t fo rc e in  
Mexico fu nc tion s ou ts id e th e  CTM  fr am ew or k an d is  sm al l and  fr ag m en te d.

Th e si tu ati on  in  Ven ez ue la  is  so m ew hat  mor e flu id,  b u t th ere  to o th e  mo ve
men t re lies  he av ily on  th e  ap pr ova l of  th e  re ig ni ng  par ty . Mo re  clo se ly ap pro x i
m at in g th e tr ad e  un io ns  we kn ow  a re  th e  la bor org an iz at io ns of Chi le  an d 
U ru gu ay , w he re  th ere  is poli ti ca l de moc racy , and  th os e of A rg en in a whi ch  P er on 
sh re w dl y fo st er ed  a s  a co un te rf orc e to  his  pol it ic al  enem ies .
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It  is thus  exceedingly difficult to generalize about Latin American labor— 
as one might, for instance, about British or German labor. What tra its they 
have in common are negative. Almost without exception, they are weak in the 
rural areas  where a majority of the laborers and campcsinos desperately need 
organization. They struggle defensively to preserve what they have, rath er than 
take the offensive to improve standar ds. Brazilian labor, for instance, con
fronted with inflation of 40 per cent to 80 per cent a year, fights constantly to 
keep wages abrea st of prices.

Collective bargaining is limited. Argentine labor has won nation-wide agree
ments tha t deal not only with wages but with grievance machinery and similar 
facets of tradit ional  unionism. Similar agreements exist in Mexico and to a 
limited extent in Chile, where nation al bargaining  has been in operation with 
the copi>er companies since 1056. But most Latin American legislatures have 
passed labor codes tha t restr ict collective bargaining. These deal with minimum 
wages (which all too often become maximum wages for the major ity) , overtime, 
housing, union security and such items as “seven days’ pay for six days’ work” 
which was enacted some years ago in Chile. In Brazil, where the labor law of the <
old Vargas regime has never been formally dismantled, there is some collective 
bargaining in the big cities, but many of the wage rates  are set by labor courts 
rather th an in free talk s between labor and  management.

The overriding fact about Latin American unions is tha t they are shaped more 
by the fortunes of politics than  by thei r own economic action. Each change of 
government means a change in the leadership, charac ter and strategy  of the 
labor federations. When dicta tor Odria left the Presidency of Peru in 1956, union 
leaders were released from jail  and the movement was able to hold its first con
vention in a decade. Conversely, when General Aramburu took the helm in Ar
gentina he appointed overseers, at  first mostly military men, to run the unions.
When constitutionalist soldiers took to the barricade s in the Dominican Repub
lic on April 24-28, 1965, in a n effort to restore democratic government, they were 
joined by leaders and rank  and file, both of the Bosch unions and, above all, of 
the Left-Catholic CLASC. The U.S.-dominated CONATRAL, on the other hand, 
stood sullenly on the sidelines and late r refused to partic ipate in the general 
strike  protesting military bruta lity. Each group was seeking a government under 
which it could function best—or function at  all.

The story of Latin American labor must therefore be written in a political per
spective. It  is not so much what unionists have already accomplished—admit
tedly, tha t is all too little—but what  they hope to do in the future , and how they 
hope to do it. In terms  of the area  as a whole, there are the three distinct tend
encies mentioned briefly at  the beginning of the surv ey: the pro-American 
and violently anti-Communist ORIT, the nationalis t, neut ralis t Christian  federa
tion, CLASC, and the Communist groupings, both pro-Moscow and pro-China.

ORIT claims 28 million members, half of whom are in the AFL-CIO. It  is 
affiliated with the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, but be
cause it is so inextricably bound into the George Meany machine of the AFL- 
CIO (wit h Jay Lovestone guiding the intern ational strate gy) , it is, like its 
mentors, often at  odds with the international body. At a young workers’ semi- «
nar  in Mexico last October, European union leaders burst  out in protest when 
ORIT’s general secretary, Arturo  Jauregu i, introduced a Cuban speaker who 
had been a government minister under Batista.  In the strateg y of ORIT and 
the AFL-CIO the focal point of union behavior is anti-communism.

There is also some uneasiness, both in Europe and  in the W alter Reuther wing *
of the AFL-CIO, because ORIT collaborates so closely with the U.S. State De
partment. The American Ins titu te for Free Labor Development (AI FLD),  es
tablished by the AFL-CIO and American business leaders, is financed to the 
extent of tens of millions of dollars by Washington’s AID. Its  money is spent 
on social programs and education to buttre ss “anti-Communist” unions friendly 
to ORIT, and personnel sometimes moves back and forth  between ORIT and 
AIFLD. Morris Paladino, for instance, became assis tant admin istrator for 
AIFLD after serving as assi stan t secretary for ORIT. In the minds of many 
labor leaders there is no difference between ORIT, Jay Lovestone and the U.S. 
labor atta ches in the embassies of South America.

This does not mean tha t all the affiliates of ORIT are in Lovestone’s pocket.
Many of the metal worker’s unions are closer to Walter Reuther  than to the 
Meany-Lovestone entourage. The Venezuelan unions refused to endorse ORIT’s 
desolution on th e Dominican Republic. Last May. Mexico’s CTM issued a state
ment decrying aid from AIFLD and seeking to dissociate itself  from “foreign” 
interference.



Despite such scattered signs of independence, however, the thrust  of the ORIT- 
AIFLD-Lovestone combine is toward simple unionism on the one hand, and an ti
communist politics on the other. Again and again, this force calls on i ts people 
to be “apolitical,” which means in effect to support the U.S. status quo. The 
Alliance for Progress is endorsed with littl e criticism. Every victory "against 
communism” is hailed as if it were the millennium, and every “Communist,” 
“neo-Communists,” and neut ralis t success is described in shrill headlines, “Com
munist Capture Labor Arm of Juan  Bosch’s Dominican Par ty,” is the main 
headline of the  February , 1966, Inter-American Labor Bulletin, the monthly pub
lication of ORIT. The May issue announces in strident tones th at Uruguay’s cen
tral  labor federation, 220,000 strong, has been captured by the Communists, b ut 
reminds i ts readers  t ha t there  are still fifty “free” unions wi th 64,000 members.

In the same issue, Willian C. Doherty, Jr., AIFLD adminis trator, offers the 
opinion, in which ORIT evidently concurs, th at had the “revolution” (th at is, the 
military coup) of March 31, 1964, not occurred in Brazil, the “free” labor move
ment there would have been dominated by the Communists. To counteract the 
Havana tri-continental Congress held earlie r this year, ORIT called a special 
conference in Miami at  which a ll and sundry were urged to “face up to the emer
gency affecting the American continent, in view of the new threat  posed by 
Castro's total itarianism .”

A “political fever chart ” in the February, 1966, issue of ORIT’s paper lists 
“Communist te rrio rist  activ ity” in Boliva, Columbia, Dominican Republic, Ecua
dor, Guatemala, Haiti, Panama, Paraguay, Peru and Venezuela. It  also lists coun
tries  where there are  “labor unrest,” “repression of free labor,” “threat of mi litary 
coups,” and notes th ree others tha t a re under “threat  of lefist take-over.” Read
ing the Inter-American Labor Bulletin, it would be easy to assume that  Latin 
American labor’s most urgen t task is to repel a Communist seizure of the whole 
area. There seems to be no menace from any other q ua rte r; oligarchy, military or 
U.S. domination. The paper offers almost no information about genuine labor 
struggles such as strikes—perhaps because there are  so few.

ORIT schools conducted along these negative anti-Communist lines have trained 
30.000 unionists since 1960, and AIFLD has added tens of thousands more—in
cluding 400 or 500 brought to Washington for advanced courses. Three thousand 
Brazilians had been “educated” by AIFLD as of the  end of 1965. Carefully dis
couraged are such mili tant elements as those among the Bolivian miners, some 
of whom are Communist and Tro tsky ites :

On the economic fron t ORIT seeks to confine activity to simple union objec
tives such as wages, hours and grievance machinery—a carbon copy of North 
American union objectives. But since the right to strike is severely curtailed  in .so 
many Latin American countries, and bargaining must take  place under the  watch
ful eye of the Minister of Labor, this not too impressive an  activi ty. There is no 
question tha t the AFL-CIO wants its ORIT affiliates to gain higher wages and  
shorter hours, and is willing to spend money for tha t purpose. But present con
ditions in Latin America do not lend themselves to any massive campaign in that 
direction, and the result—as Joseph J. Palisl, a former staffer of AIFLD points 
out—is tha t ORIT “has tended to serve the needs of worker ‘aristocracy’ within 
Latin American labor.” Understandably, it also has a “weak ‘revolutionary’ 
image,” which under present circumstances “is an important deficiency.”

The Communist-led unions, of course, search for a more mil itant  role in eco
nomic affairs and stand—at least abstractly—for a revolutionary reconstruction 
of society. In Chile and Uruguay, Communist leadership is predeminant. In Ar
gentina and Bolivia, though excluded from top leadership in  the unions, the Com
munists are a formidable bloc. But communism is no longer as formidable as in 
the days when the Mexican Lombardo Toledano, head the Confederacion de Tra- 
bajadores de America Line (CTAL). Lombardo has  become more moderate, and 
many of the pro-Communist affiliates have either changed leadership or lost in
terest. CTAL has been in limbo for  almost a decade and a half. After Castro 
merged with the Communists he sought to rebuild a left ist international federa
tion, together with unions in Venezuela, Boliva and the Peronista faction in 
Argentina, but the effort was abortive.

Today, communism is fragmented. The pro-Chinese elements prefe r to spend 
thei r energies organizing in the rural areas, and the pro-Moscow and pro-Fidel 
segments have lost much of thei r aggressiveness. The pro-Moscow wing, in par 
ticular, is weakened by the fact tha t some of i ts comrades served in dicta toria l 
governments such as those of Bastista . For the most part it, like ORIT, lacks the 
“revolutionary” image (see “Revolution Without Revolutionaries” by Norman 
Gall, The Nation, August 22).



Th e new  forc e th a t seem s to  be on the  up grade in Lat in  America is CLASC, 
wh ich  ha s in te rn at iona l he ad qu ar te rs  in Santi ago de Chile. Formed a dec ade  ago 
and sti ll the sm alles t of the th ree forces  in La tin  Americ an lab or.  CLASC seems 
ce rt ai n to become a for mi dable  c hallenge to OR IT an d th e AF L-CIO,  even tho ugh  
it  is excoria ted  by some rig ht- wi ng  p rie sts as too rad ica l, and  two  or th ree Ch ris 
tian  uni on cente rs have as ye t refused to jo in it. It s affil iate  in Chile  enjoys  th e 
fri en ds hi p of Pr es iden t Edu ardo  Fr ei , and  in th e Domin ican  Rep ubl ic it  has re 
crui ted 60 per cent of  t he  cu rr en tly  org ani zed  un ion ists. Like ORIT,  CLASC get s 
ou tside  financ ial hel p (th ou gh  it  is very li tt le  by comp ari son ). The money comes 
from the  Ch ris tia n De mo crats  of  West Germany  and the  in te rn at io na l Ch ris tia n 
union  body.

More  signif icant th an  its  size is th e fa ct  th a t CLASC en ters  the aren a as a 
revo lut ion ary force wh ich  is ne ut ra lis t,  and offe rs a ’’th ird way ” th a t is  ne ith er  
pro -Co mm unist no r pro -Am eric an.  I t in sis ts th at Lat in  Am erican  unions  coo rdi 
na te  th ei r economic ac tiv ity  w ith  the  mov ement fo r fund am en tal soc ial change. 
For  th is  it  ha s won  th e unyie ldi ng  ho st ili ty  of th e AFL -C IO ’s Lovesto ne grou p 
an d ORIT.

“Influe nce d by Un ited St ates  labo r leaders,” say s Emilio  Maspero , CLASC’s 
secreta ry-general,  “v ar iou s Lat in  Americ an tr ad e unions  ap pe ar  to op era te on 
the  belie f th a t by nego tia tin g col lec tive ly agr eed  upon  co nt racts ■ ■ ■ the y can  
ach ieve a hig he r stan da rd  of liv ing  fo r the labo rin g masses and effec t meani ng
fu l refo rm. Th ere is no basis  in re al ity  to ju st ify th is assum ption. The  only feas i
ble goal  fo r lab or in La tin  Am eric a is to organiz e the  wo rki ng  forces  in a 
dec isive ma nn er  as  an  in st ru m en t fo r affect ing  soc ial rev olu tio n.”

Ma spe rio  derides both  U.S. un ioni sts who  p rea ch  “the adva ntag es  of free en te r
pr ise  an d po pu lar  capi ta lis m” and th e Comm unists who “ha ve  alw ays preferred 
to  pene tra te , in fil tra te  an d domi na te the  ex ist ing  tr ad e u nio ns .” (CLASC, howev er, 
ha s warmer  fee lings toward W al te r Re uthe r and his  br othe r Vic tor. ) Masp ero, 
he ad ing an  o rga niz ati on  o f o nly a few mill ion  mem bers , po ints ou t th a t “th ere are  
more th an  SO m illion pe as an ts an d wo rke rs who ar e no t organiz ed. ” and ma kes  it 
cl ea r to OR IT  th a t he does no t int en d to “s te al ” th ei r mem bers , bu t to org anize 
th at 80 million. W he ther  he and hi s associa tes  can do it  remain s to be seen, bu t 
ther e is no dou bt th at  the y offer an  at tr ac tive  na tio na lis t and  neu tral is t al te rn a
tiv e to the two forc es th at hav e hihe rto been in the saddle.  By condem ning U.S. 
int erventi on  in the Domin ican Rep ubl ic. U.S. contr ol of the  Organiz ation  of 
Am eric an Sta tes , and  its  su pp or t of  m il itar is t regimes , CLASC is crea tin g a 
str on g un de rg ird ing of po pu lar  sup port. If  it  can  ma ke  he ad ways in the ru ra l 
are as , cu rren tly  its  fi rst  pr iorit y,  i t w ill  become formidab le.

An int el lig en t Un ite d St ates  poli cy wou ld embra ce th is  “th ird force. ” It  is 
the  only one th at offe rs any hope  because,  wha teve r its  wea kne sses, it  at  leas t 
po int s th e way to wha t La tin  Am erica— with it s bal looning pop ula tion and  its  
re la tiv e dec line  in food pr od uc tio n—d espe ratel y needs. If  th is  opportu nit y is 
th ru st  a sid e (a s Fran ce  a nd  t he  Un ited States  spurned a sim ila r one in Vietnam) 
the  people of the nin ete en rep ub lic s wil l hav e li tt le  cho ice bu t to align  them selv es 
wi th Pek ing-minded gu er ril la  m ovemen ts.

Here, ala s, the AF L-CIO and th e St ate Dep ar tm en t hav e been un til  now ma d
den ingly sho rts igh ted . They pr ef er  a fu til e crus ad e ag ains t com mun ism to sup 
po rt of the na tio na lis t-ne ut ra lis t for ces th at offer La tin  Am eric an toi ler s an 
open ing  i nto the fu tur e.

[F ro m  The  N at io n,  J u ly  5, 1965 ]

Ame ric an  Labor Abroad—L ovestone D ipl om ac y 

(By Sidney  Lens)
In a fou rth -floor office of the  AFL -C IO ’s “m arb le palac e,”  ju st  acros s front 

the  W hi te Hou se, sit s Ja y  Lov esto ne,  once he ad  of th e Am erican  Com munist  
Par ty , bu t fo r the  pa st  qu at er  ce ntur y as  em bit ter ed  an  an ti-Co mm unist  as you 
can  find in the United  Sta tes . From  his  bu reau  he di rects  an  as so rtm en t of 
men  who, a t beh est  of  George Meany. ar e fightin g a world  ba ttl e ag ains t com
munism . Har ry  Goldberg  ha s been  with  Loves tone in and  ou t of Com mun ist 
bondag e fo r decades, bu t give s th e impre ssion  of wi sh ing  he were bac k to his  
old job  of writ ing music cr iti cis m fo r Tfie Ne w Leader . Andrew McClellan , once 
an  am ateu r bul lfighte r, is low keyed,  easy to ta lk  to ; his  ant i-co mm uni sm seems 
st ea df as t as  th e po les tar . Ern es t Lee, a fo rm er  Ma rin e ma jor , is  Mean.v’s son-in-



la w ; H en ry  R ut z is  a  fo rm er  Soci al is t fr om  M ilw au ke e,  an ti th ere  a re  a few 
o th ers  o f l es se r co nseq ue nc e.

Abo ut  a  mile  aw ay , on  K an d 19tl i S tr ee ts , in th e bui ld in g which  al so  ho us es  
Jo se ph  B ie rn e’s Com m un icat io ns  W ork er s of  Amer ica,  is  th e  office of  th e  A m er i
ca n In s ti tu te  fo r Fre e L ab or Dev elop men t (A IF L D ),  wh ose mission  is to  ke ep  
co mmun ism  ou t of  L ati n  America.  H er e si ts  Se raf ino  R um ua ld i, A IF L D 's  m aj or - 
dom o, a pl ea sa nt , ro un d- fa ce d man  of  re ti re m en t age, wh o ho pe s soo n to  be re 
w ar de d w ith th e A m ba ss ad or sh ip  to  Cos ta  Ri ca . A floor or  tw o ab ov e him is th e  
office of  W il liam  C. D oh er ty , Jr .,  who  ru ns th e sp ec ia l p ro je ct s depart m en t of  
AIF LD . He is th e  son of  a fo rm er  A FL-C IO  vic e pre si den t wh o la te r se rv ed  
as  A m ba ss ad or  to Ja m aic a . Th e you ng er  D oh er ty , th ou gh  te ch ni ca lly under  
R um al di , ru ns hi s own sho w.

Fin al ly , 250 mile s aw ay  in New York a re  tw o oflices— one on Second  Av enue 
an d an oth er on E ast  46 tli S tr ee t— which  a re  th e st am pin g gr ou nd s of  Ir v in g  
Br ow n,  ne xt  to  Lov es to ne  th e mo st im port an t mem be r of  th is  as se mblag e.  W her 
ev er  th er e is  a “C om m un is t pr ob lem,” th ere  you  are  lik ely to  see  Ir v in g Brown.  
On Secon d Av en ue  he  is  a re pre se n ta ti ve of  th e  In te rn a ti o n a l C onf ed er at io n of  
Fre e T ra de Union s (I C F T U ) ; on  E ast  46 th  S tr ee t he  is  th e ex ec ut iv e d ir ec to r 
of  a new ou tf it ca ll ed  th e  Afr ic an -A m er ic an  Lab or  Ce nter . H elping  Brown,  on 
a par t- tim e bas is  in h is  IC FTU  ca pa ci ty , is  Arnold Beich m an , a ca pa bl e w ri te r 
an d po li tica l th eori st  who  cont ri but es  of te n to  th e New  Yo rk H er al d Tribu ne  
an d The Chr is tian  Sci en ce  M on ito r.

The se  me n— alon g w ith  Meany , B ei rn e an d Dav id  Dub in sk y,  p re si den t of  th e  
In te rn a ti ona l L ad ie s’ G ar m en t W ork er s’ Un ion— are  or ga ni ze d la bor' s co ld 
w a rr io rs ; fo r tw o dec ad es  th ey  ha ve  be en  co nd uc ting  w h at wou ld be ca lle d 
“o ut side  su bv er sion ” if  th e  oth er  side  w er e do ing it.  Th ey  ha ve  in eff ec t in te r
fe re d in th e in te rn al a ff a ir s of  so ve re ign st at es , w ithout be ing ac co un ta bl e fo r 
th e ir  ac ts  to  Con gress, th e  Amer ican  people, or  fo r th a t m att e r th e  Amer ican  
w or ki ng  class.

T ra dit io nal ly , th e la bor mov em en t has bee n ex pe ct ed  to  con fine it s ac ti v it ie s 
on th e in te rn ati onal fr o n t to  two  p u rs u it s : (1 ) To  pre ss ure  it s own go ve rn m en t to  
ad op t a fo re ign po lic y fa vo ra ble  to  w or ld  la bo r;  (2 ) to  pre ven t in te rn ati onal 
st ri keb re ak in g,  a ss is t fo re ig n un io ns  in st ri kes an d or ga ni zi ng  ef fo rts , an d 
ex ch an ge  in fo rm at io n w ith  l ab or  o rg an iz at io ns ab ro ad .

B ut sin ce  th e en d of  W or ld  W ar  II , th e  Lo ve sto ne -M eany  team  lia s gone  th re e  
st ep s beyond  t he se  l im it s :

(1 ) Exc ep t in a fe w  in st an ce s w he re  it  di sa gr ee d w ith  U.S . po lic y (u su ally  
be ca us e it  w as  no t “t ough” en ough  on co m m un ism ), it  has ac te d v ir tu a ll y  as  
an  ag en t f o r th e Am er ic an  G ov ernm en t on a bro ad  bas is .

(2 ) I t has fo llo wed  ov er se as  a ro le  so ag gr es sive  as  to  be  a fa c to r in th e 
in te rn al li fe  of  o th er n at io ns.

(3 ) I t has become  inv olve d,  in di re ct ly  a t le as t, in  in te lli ge nc e ac tivi ties .
E qu al ly  d is tu rb in g  in  th e  Lo ve sto ne -M ea ny  re co rd  has  bee n it s ne ga tive

ap pr oa ch  to  wor ld  af fa ir s.  I t is not  th a t th es e men oppose  co mm un ism , as  mos t 
of  us  wou ld,  or  even  th a t th ey  re s is t co nt ac t w ith  Com mun ist  co un tr ie s.  I t  
is ra th e r th a t th e ir  ba si c st ra te gy  has  bee n a sc he m at ic  an ti- co m mun ism in m an y 
in st an ce s in dis ti nguis hab le  fro m th a t of  th e  f a r  Ri gh t. Th ey  ha ve  p it te d  th em 
sel ves, no t mer ely ag a in s t Com m un is t or ga niz at io ns , bu t again st  m an y non- 
Com mun is t gr ou ps  w hi ch  on ly in  th e lex icon  of  th e  ri g h ti s ts  wo uld be  co ns id er ed  
“s oft  on  c om mun ism.”

An  am us in g in ci den t la s t March  focu se d a tt en ti on  on th e ro le  of  th e A FL-C IO  
in  fo re ign af fa ir s,  a su bje ct  sel dom air ed  in  pu bli c. I t  al so  in dic at ed  a cert a in  
te ns io n in th e a ll ia nce  o f un ion di pl om at s.  Ge org e Meany , th a t “h on es t p lu m ber ” 
wh o he ad s th e A FL-C IO , de no un ce d th e  130 -man st af f of th e In te rn a ti ona l Co n
fe der at io n  of  F re e  T ra d e  Union s as  an  “ine ffec tiv e bure au cr ac y ri gh t down  
to  th e fa ir ie s. ”

A ft er th e  ti tt e rs  had  di ed  down . M ea ny  ex pl ai ne d th a t he  w as  re fe rr in g  on ly  
to  th e  “g ossip s an d so on you  find in an y bure au cr ac y.” li e  w asn 't  im pu gn ing 
an yo ne ’s v ir il ity , ju s t th e ir  ef fecti ve ne ss.  The  IC FTU  m ac hi ne  w as  “a co mplete 
and ab so lu te  bu re aucra cy” which  en ga ge d in pra ct ic es  th a t w er e “u net hic al  
if  no t wor se .” How ev er , in  th e la bor  mov em en ts  of  in dustr ia l W es te rn  Eur op e 
th e  m att er w as  no t di sm is se d so lig ht ly . Ar&efet,  a Soc ia list  pap er  in  Sw eden , 
pu bl ishe d an  a rt ic le : “Dou ble-Dea lin g in th e T ra de  Union  In te rn a ti o n a l/ T ra d e  
Un ion  Bo ss in USA C ru sh es  Aid  F und .” I t fo un d Mean.v’s claim th a t th ere  
w as  s om ething  w ro ng  w it h  t he fu nd  “p ecu li ar ” b ec au se  he  is  “the C hai rm an  of  t he 
B oa rd  of  th e  S olidar it y  Fu nd . It  is lie wh o le ad s th e work,  an d as a C hai rm an  
ru le s th e  de cision s w hi ch  th e fu nd  m ak es .”
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Other non-Communist unionists abroad also found  Meany’s behav ior “pe
cu lia r,” bu t no one seems eager to probe furth er.  American crit ics of Meany’s 
foreign policy, like Wa lter  and Victor Reuther , or James B. Carey, or Ralph 
Hel stein of the  United Packinghouse union, keep their dissent to themsleves.
But  in the  corr idors of the  tra de  union movement, here  and  abroad , one hea rs 
ominous rumors abou t secret act ivity and links to intelligence services, about 
collaboration with  government th at  fa r exceeds union duty, abou t a policy 
that  clings to  the  exereme Right.

One hardl y expects  a moderate  labor movement  like the AFL-CIO  to swing 
wide from the trai l marked out by the Sta te Department, and  pursue  its  own 
course to end the arms race. But ne ither does one expec t tha t it  will be an active 
ally of the most belligerent elements in our  Sta te Depa rtment. Nor is one pre- 
pared to find th at  the AFL-CIO  has a sizable, world-embrac ing apparatus and 
spends millions of government  funds for i ts work.

Wh at the U.S. Government does not  do direc tly, because it would be flagrant  
meddl ing with  the int ern al affairs of other nations, and  wh at the CIA cannot 
do because it  is suspect, the AFL -CIO  does on their  behalf. In  ostensibly inno- t
cent rela tionship s between unions of one coun try with another,  the AFL-CIO 
thro ws its  weigh t tow ard  the  mak ing and  unmaking of governments, with the 
purpose of instilling abro ad the  phobic anti-communism that  has  become en
trenched at  home. Jay Lovestone holds no public office, but it  would be naive  to 
deny t ha t he influences na tional  policy.

Edwin Lahey. Wash ington correspo ndent for  the Knight newspapers,  once 
described Lovestone as “a rea l mystery man, whose personality is pa rt cloak 
and dagger,  p ar t c loak a nd sui t.” (Lovestone was then working out of th e Ladies’
Garm ent Workers’ Union hea dquarte rs. ) Lahe.v noted th at  “Lovestone insis ts 
ra ther  sheepishly th at  the re is no formal connection between him and  the Cen
tr al  Inte lligence Agency, nor between him and  the  Dep artm ent  of State, [but]  
it  can be sta ted  withou t quali ficat ion th at  the CIA . . . has  in recent years ob
tain ed much of its prim ary informa tion  about inte rna tional  communism from 
Lovestone.” A Chicago Tribune  dispatch of December 17, 1954, said  that  “Love
stone readily  agreed that  his AFL Fre e Tra de Union Committee is engaged in 
intelligence  work.” A laudatory  Reader's Digest  ar tic le on Irv ing  Brown by a 
form er AFL staffer, Donald  Robinson, reports  th at  Hans Jahn , head of the 
German ra il union “told me about an undercover  organization  he has  set up. . . .
Irv ing  Brown helped us. . . . Much of what he [Brow n] has done in the  cloak- 
and-dagger  realm  cann ot be recounted. It  would endanger the lives of his asso
ciate s and jeopard ize the ir missions.”

When AIFLD was  formed  in 1962, three or fou r men were considered for  the 
top post before  it  was given to Romualdi. Two of them, whom I have known for 
many year s, told  me tha t they  veered  away from the  job when they hea rd back
ground whispers of a  cer tain  Michigan Fund. The Michigan Fun d is one of eight 
foun dations  which, according to Rep. Wr igh t Patman, funne led almost $1 million 
to the  J. M. Kaplan Fund of New York from 1961 to  1963. And the Kaplan Fund  
was in tur n, says  Representat ive Patna m,  a “secret conduit” for  the  Central 
Intel ligence Agency. The  Michigan Fund  h as an address but  no telephone listing. •
One year, before it got In ter na l Revenue permission to withhold operatin g data, 
it  listed  total  ann ual  expenses  of $60.51. One of the candidates  for  the  AIFLD 
job, on being told th at  the  Michigan Fun d would “give us lots  of money,” was 
venturesome  enough to check it out a t the In ter na l Revenue Service. When he 
found no record  of it, he  removed him self from competition.  *

Wherever  one tur ns  in this a rea of intern ational union activ ity the re are  ove r
tones of secret funds and secret intelligence . The Rew  Yor k Times  of October 5,
1947. reported the  form ation of an  o rganiza tion  ca lled the  F ree Tra de Union Cen
te r in Exile. It  has  offices in Pa ris  wi th the  Force Ouvri&re, which has  received 
packets of money from Irv ing  Brown. According to the  Times,  it  also  “appears  
to have a t it s disposal a  working intelligence  division .”

After the 1963 genera l stri ke in Br itish Guiana—which Drew Pea rson claims 
was  “insp ired  by a combination of C.I.A. money and  Bri tish  Inte lligence”—
Prim e Min ister  Cheddi Jag an charg ed th at  $1.2 million had  been made  available  
to his enemies  from American sources. His  figure may be high, bu t with 20.000 
to 25,000 l aborers  on stri ke for  eleven and  a ha lf weeks it would some to only 
$45 or  $60 each. When I was  in Br itish Guiana in August , 1963, a union  official 
named Poll idor informed me th at  the  str ikers had  received $3 a week in food 
benefits for  the  whole eleven-and-and-a-half-week period. That adds up to some
thing between $700,000 and  $850,000. Andrew McClellan, who handles  inter -
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American affairs for  the  AFL-CIO  and  was in and  out of Georgetown dur ing  
the walkout, told me th at  he didn’t know exac tly how much had  been con
trib ute d by American labor. He perso nally  could recal l abo ut $50,000, but  perhap s 
the re was more. Even  so, a sizable gap rema ins between the  figures of Poll idor 
and Jag an and  those  of McClellan. Who con trib uted  the  bala nce?  If  it was  
AFL-CIO  money, why ha sn ’t the re been an account ing, particular ly since  U.S. 
lab or’s role in British Guia na has  been crit icize d both here  and  in En gla nd? 
If  it was CIA money, who was the go-between ?

The ros ter  of American unio nist s who were in Georgetown before, dur ing  and  
af te r the  str ike  is formidable, considering th at  the  cou ntry  has  a populat ion 
of only 600,000. Among the  visit ors were  McClellan, William Doher ty, Jr. , and  
Ernest Lee of the  top ech elo n; William McCabe, a  specia l AFL -CIO  represe nta-

* ti ve; Gene Meakins, of the  Newsp aper Gui ld ; two Retail  Clerks  union officials ; 
Pa t Te rri ll of the  Ste elw ork ers ; Ben Segal of the  Electri cal W orke rs; an d fou r 
or five others, as well as  a couple of Latin  Americans. McCabe, it  is said, was  
present the whole time. Some of the unionists , Segal, for  example, had long asso-

l  ciati ons with  the Guianese, but  oth ers were new to the  country . Gerard  P. O’Keefe
of the  Retail  Clerks  told me th at  he was supposed to help dr af t a labo r bill in 
opposition to the  one proposed by Jag an.  Meakins was doing “public rel ations” 
work for the Man Pow er Citizens  Association (M PC A),  the  union  for  whose 
alleg iance the  two ma jor  po litical par tie s were fighting. No economic issues were 
in disp ute;  the  str ike  was  called  in pro tes t again st Ja ga n’s labor bill, modeled 
on the U.S. Wa gner  Act, and designed to give the 20.000  MPCA wor kers  a  chance 
to vote for  union representatio n. (MPCA leader, Ric har d Ishm ael, was  so un 
popular, accord ing to Segal, th at  m ention of his name at  a  union m eeting  w as the  
signa l for a round  of boos.) Why were  American union men involved in a 
political dispute, in a foreign cou ntr y? Did they collaborate  with the  U.S. 
Gover nment?

The links  betwee n the Sta te Dep artm ent  and  Meany’s int ern ational mission
ari es are  indis putable. The AFL-CIO  has  its  own liaison man  in the De part
men t; he is George P. (P hil ) Delaney, who serves as Special Assist ant  to  the  
Secreta ry of Sta te for Inter natio nal Labo r Affairs. It  is almo st impossible  for  
any  labor at tach ^ to be appointed  to a diplo matic post  if  Meany and Lovestone 
advise Delaney  th at  he does not please  them. A man who sought  a labo r position 
wit h the  Agency for  In ter na tio na l Development (A ID ) told  me th at  his appli
catio n was held up because Meany had  reservatio ns abo ut his anti-communism. 
He was advised by his  sponso rs to seek a le tte r of recom mendation from  Du- 
binsky to overcome Meany’s suspicions. Another  such man, whose record was  
less contr oversial,  told  me th at  he subm itted to a lengthy interview with  Love- 
stone before being given t he  gree n light.

The implacability  wi th which  the  AFL -CIO  opposes communism on the inter
nat ion al fro nt make s it  reg ard  every tha w in the strug gle with  Moscow and 
Peking as a trick , and eve ry step  tow ard coexistence a disa ster . Recent ly, when 
both  the  government and  the  U.S. Chamber of Commerce proposed increasing 
tra de  with the  Soviet Union, Meany and  his frie nds  condemned it  on the ground

• th at  it  would “only finance and  fac ili tat e fu rth er  Soviet aggres sion aga ins t the 
democra cies.” On this , as  on oth er subjects, the  labo r lead ers are  often  to the 
rig ht of big business . When Secr etary-General U T hant hai led changes in Russia 
which  migh t res ult  in “comp etitive  coexis tence,” Lovestone pounced on him 
in a long art icl e which recou nted all the  old Sta lin ist crimes and  asserte d th at

A Khr ushc hev had  never rep udiated “his predecessor’s f oreign policy.”
Lovestone a nd Meany’s extra -un ion  a ssociatio ns reflect thes e s ame views. Love

stone is a ch art er membe r of the  Committee of One Million, formed to keep China 
out  of  the UN, and  w as involved with  the Council aga ins t Communist Aggression, 
a China Lobby fron t. He appears , along wit h Admi ral Arleigh A. Bur ke (R et .) 
and  Edw ard Teller , on the  lett erh ead  of the  Citize ns Committe e for  a  Free Cuba. 
In December, 1959, Meany and  Lovestone were given the  Gra nd Cross, Second 
Class, by Konrad Adena uer. They were also honored  la st  year by the  Assembly 
for Capt ive European Natio ns, a group  of cons erva tive Socia list and pea sant 
pa rty  leaders from nine  Ea st  Euro pean  countries , who receive their money 
from the  Rad io F ree  Eur ope  Fun d.

In  the  world  view of Meany and his sub alte rns  the  cold wa r is perm anent 
unt il one side or the  oth er is beaten . Rus sian  peace proposals  should thus  be 
scorned as frau ds.  “Thr oug hou t its  his tory ,” says  a 1964 AFL -CIO  Executive  
Council stateme nt, “the  Sovie t government has launc hed ‘peace offensives’ when 
ever it  deemed it necessary  to have a bre ath ing  spell fo r overcoming difficulties
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or  a pa us e (lur ing which  t o co ns ol id at e it s in te rn ati onal po si tio n an d du ll th e vigi 
la nc e of  th e  fo rc es  op po sin g it .” T he  Ge neva  Co nferen ce  of  a de ca de  ago w as  a 
te rr ib le  th in g for, as  Ir vin g B ro w n to ld  th e Ch ica go  Co uncil  of  Fo re ig n R el a
tio ns , it  "w as  th e be ginn in g of th e  a tt a in m en t of  one  of R uss ia ’s lon g-sought 
ob ject ives —t he ba nn in g of nucl ea r w arf a re .” At  a pr es s co nf er en ce  in Tokyo  
re ce nt ly , Lo ve sto ne  st a te d  fl at ly  th a t Ge org e F. K en nan ’s pr op os al  fo r re du cing  
tens io ns  "w as  wrong ,” an d Sen . W ill iam F u lb ri gh t was  ig nora nt of  th e tr ue 
fa c ts  of  th e ‘•Comm unist  co nsp ir ac y”  whe n he  m ad e si m il ar  su gg es tio ns .

I)o  th es e fe llo ws ev er  do  any th in g  but  g ri t th e ir  te et h? Th e R us si an s com
pletely co nt ro l th e Chine se ,” Lo ve ston e to ld  a Ye xc Yor k Po st  m an  in  De cemb er,
1955. I n  J ul y,  1949, j u s t tw o m on th s be fo re  Mao se t u p hi s go ve rn m en t, Lo ve sto ne ’s
F re e T ra de Un ion  Com mitt ee  w as  ad vi si ng  W ash in g to n : ‘‘We ca te go rica lly
re pudia te  t he no tio n th a t al l is ho pe less ly  lo st .” Tw o yea rs  la te r,  Br ow n,  sp ea ki ng  *

a t a  Rad io  Fre e E ur op e ce remon y,  pr ed ic te d,  in  th e wor ds  of  The  Y e w  Yor k
Ti mes , " th a t th e d ic ta to rs h ip  and  ar m ie s of  P re m ie r S ta li n  wou ld no t lon g
en du re .” Su ch  an al ysi s an d pr ogn ost ic at io n ca n come  only from  a lops ided  view
of the  w or ld . j

The  M ea ny ites ’ ac tion s a re  ta il o re d  to th e ir  hu m or le ss  words . The y ca n claim 
cr ed it  si nc e 1945 f o r :

(1 ) H elping  to  s p li t t he  F re nch  a nd I ta li a n  l ab or mo vemen ts.
(2 ) Enc ou ra gi ng  th e em er ge nc e of  co ns er va tive  le ad er s in  m an y German  

un ion s, an d ke ep ing th em  on t he  n arr ow  co ld -w ar  p at h.
(3 ) Invo lv ing th em se lv es —som e of them , no t al l— in th e gat her in g  of 

hard  in te lli ge nc e which  has not hin g to  do w ith le git im at e tr ade  un ion 
work.

(4 ) Su bs id izi ng  que st io na bl e el em en ts  in  M ar se il le s an d o th er Eur op ea n 
port s t o br ea k dock  w ork er s’ boy co tts  o f A mer ican  a rm s sh ip m en ts .

(5 ) Gi ving  su pp or t to  unio nis ts  in  B ri ti sh  G ui an a in  an  ef fo rt  to depose 
th e el ec te d Ja gan  gov ernm en t.

(6 ) End or sing  rigl it -o f- ce nt er  la bori te s in  th e D om in ican  Rep ub lic  wh o 
were d is sa tisf ie d w ith  J u an  B osch  an d play ed  a  ro le  i n hi s ou st er .

(7 ) T ra in in g  B ra zi li an s wh o jo in ed  th e ge ner al s in je tt is on in g  th e con
st it u ti ona l r eg im e o f G ou la rt .

(8 ) In fi lt ra ti ng  Amer ican  em ba ss ie s w ith m an y la bo r a tt aches wh o sh ar e 
th e ir  v iews a nd pu t t he m  int o pra ct ic e.

(9 ) Defen ding  ev er y m il it a ry  in te rv en tion  by th e U ni ted S ta te s includ ing,  
mos t re ce nt ly , Cu ba, Vie tnam , th e  Congo and th e Dom in ican  R ep ub lic;  an d 
co nd em ning  nati onali st  fo rces , su ch  as thos e in  Pan am a,  wh o opp ose  U.S.

* (10)  “E duc at in g” li te ra ll y  te ns of  th ousa nds of  un io ni st s in th e Lo vesto ne  

ba nd  of  a nt i-co m m un ism  a nd se tt in g  th em  loose, w ith mo ney an d in sp irat io n,  
again st  u nion s w ith le ft -o f- ce nt er  le ad er sh ip .

I t  wou ld  b e wro ng  t o say th a t th e  Lo ve sto ne  ac ti v it y  lia s been  all  of one  piece.
Ir v in g Bro wn ga ve  co ns id er ab le  a id  to  un io nis ts  in N or th  A fr ic a wh o we re  
figh tin g Fre nch  im pe rial ism . H e al so  su pp or te d Lu mum ba , unti l h is  dea th .
Th e A FL-C IO  as  su ch  has  de no un ce d Fasc is t Sp ain,  apart li e id is t So uth Afri ca , 
an d th e m il it ary  d ic ta to rs h ip s of  P ara guay  and H ait i.  B ut it s an tic ol on ia lism  
an d an ti -r aci sm  are  usu al ly  su bord in at e to  it s an ti- co mmun ism. An  A FL-C IO  
ex ec ut ive coun cil  st a te m ent in 1959 pr oc la im ed  th a t “the  long er  co loniali sm  
la st s,  th e g re a te r is th e dan ger  of  Com m un is t penetr ati on .” I t  is sign ifi ca nt  th a t 
it  has ne ve r co nd em ne d ne o-co lonial ism  by th e U nite d S ta te s in  L at in  America.  /
Th e A FL-C IO  wou ld pre fe r,  Bro wn and  Beicl im an  to ld  me, to  bu ild  ge nu ine 
m as s mov em en ts— un ions , st uden t grou ps , wom en ’s council s, p easa n t org an i
za tion s— as  th e  bes t co un te rw ei gh t to co mmun ism . How ev er , if  th a t fa ils,  they  
st an d fo ur -s qu ar e w ith  m il it a ry  in te rv en tion  and coups d 'e tu t to  su bd ue  no t 
only Com mun is ts  bu t nati onali st s wh o m ig ht  “open th e doo r” to  Co mmun ist s.

Ho w di d th e  A FL-C IO , which  is usu al ly  on th e  side  of  free do m  an d pr og re ss  
in do mes tic  af fa ir s,  fa ll  in to  su ch  a  qua gm ire on th e in te rn ati onal fr ont?

The  ta le  be gins  w ith  tw o A FL le ad ers  of d iv er gen t pu rpos e,  D av id  Dub insk y,  
pr es id en t o f th e Lad ie s’ G ar m en t W ork er s’ Un ion , an d th e la te  M at th ew  Wo ll 
of  th e  Photo -E ngra ver s’ Un ion . D ub insk y,  a co lo rf ul  ex -d re ss  cu tt e r wh o was  
onc e a So ci al is t, hat ed  th e Com mun ist s, part ly  fr om  pr in cipl e an d part ly  be 
ca us e of an  in te rn ec in e w ar in his  ow n un ion.  Woll , on th e o th er ha nd , w as  to  
th e en d of  h is  da ys  an  arc h  co ns er va tive , viol en tly an ti- Com m un is t. no t be ca us e 
he  b eli ev ed  in  socia lis m, bu t be ca us e he  w as  la bor’s fie rces t ch am pion  of  cap it a l
ism . A t on e tim e he  w as  ac ting  pre si den t of  th e  N at io nal  Civic  Fed er at io n, an  
or ga ni za tion  of  em ploy ers an d righ t-w in g unio n is ts  in it ia te d  by M ar k H an na
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and supplied with money by the  Morgans and August Belmont. li e was also 
head of the Union Labor Life Insura nce  Company. Unlike  Dubinsky, his int ere st 
in foreign affa irs was pragmatic  ra ther  tha n ideological. If  you were going 
to beat the  Communis ts you had to light them on the ir own terms , world-wide.

Except for  these two men, the  AEL's int ere st in world affairs was remote  
before World War II.  Even George Meany, stil l wai ting  to climb the  la dder , was 
an onlooker. But  with  the  outbre ak of war the re arose  an obvious need for  
intern ational activ ity, if only to aid the many unio nist s in Germany, Ita ly  and  
Vichy France  who had  gone underground and  needed help ju st  to stay alive. In 
1940, Dubinsky  and Woll formed the Labor League for  Hum an Bights “for wa r 
relief purposes and  for  the  support of labor causes everywhere.” In  1941, Du- 
binsky's New York locals agreed  to raise $300,000 to help rescue  labor leaders

4 from the Nazis. With  one eye cocked on the Communist problem, the two men
nonetheless did inva luab le huma nit ari an  work. But as the wa r approached its  
end the  Dubinsky-Woll team aga in became concerned with the menace of com
munism. In  1944, toge ther  with the late  William Green, then pres iden t of the 
A. F. of L. and George Meany, they  e stab lishe d the Free Tra de Union Committee

*• (FTUC) to revive the free union movement in Europe and  Jap an, and “to help
such unions  . . . res ist the new drives of tot al ita ria n [i.e., Communist] forces.” 
For  executive secreta ry they chose J ay  Lovestone.

Then in his mid-forties and  a vigorous man, Lovestone had  been one of the  
founders  of the Communist Pa rty af ter World War I ; he was its  general secre
tary in 1929 when Moscow o rdered him expelled. Lovestone had  been u nfo rtunat e 
enough, in the three-way race among Stal in, Tro tsky and  B ukharin , to place his 
bets on Bukharin. Though ousted from power, he was not fully disenchanted for 
ano ther decade. Fi rs t he form ed the Communist Pa rty  (Opposit ion),  whose 
purpose—aside  from polemics and  norm al union  activity—was to seek readmis
sion to the  official movement. In  mid-1933, he re-emphasized  his “fund amental 
objective . . .  to  unite  and reha bil ita te the Communist movement in America. . . 
Years la te r he protested , in a let ter  to He arst colum nist George E. Sokolsky, 
that  “from the very moment  th at  I  broke with  the Communis t P ar ty  . . .  I fought  
Soviet tot ali tar ian ism .” Bu t as lat e as 1935, he acrim oniously bera ted A. J. 
Muste, in a public debate,  because the la tte r called  Russia  a  “degenera ted” ra ther  
than  a real  "wo rker’s state.” When some of his comrades suggested th at  his 
league  give up its  orientatio n on unity  with  Moscow, he foug ht a fact ion fight 
aga ins t them. Even the firs t Moscow tri al s did not disillu sion hi m ; it  was only 
when his form er frie nds  among  the  Bukha rin ists , including Bukha rin himsel f, 
stood in the dock th at  he denounced the tria ls.

During  this unhappy decade Ja y Lovestone enjoyed two spectac ular  successes 
in the tra de  union movement. One was in the auto union, where  Lovestone be
came for  a time the  behind-the-scenes men tor for  U.A.W. President  llomer Mar
tin and  was able to place  some of his members , including Irv ing  Brown, in top 
posts. This base, however, proved tenuous when Ma rtin  lost office, and Love
stone  won more durable success in the  garment union. His  follow ers helped 
Dubinsky to stabilize  his hold on the union and  to enl ist new members. It  was 
not unnatura l, then, th at  when Lovestone dissolved his pol itical organizat ion in

•  1941, Dubinsky  shou ld offer him a job.
Lovestone was in many  respects  an idea l man for Dubinsky.  He was one of 

the  few people in the  cou ntry who could tal k the language of Marxism to Euro
pean labo r leaders. From  previous associations, he knew many diss iden t Com- 
mun ists  and  Socia lists on the  Continent. Fur thermo re, he impressed not only 
Dubinsky but Woll, and  above all George Meany, whose star  was, beginning to 
rise. What Meany, as a good American and  a good Irishman,  felt  viscerally— 
namely, anticommunism an d anti-colonia lism—Lovestone could pu t into  elabo
ra te  left-wing pol itica l verbiage. Though Lovestone did not  hold any post in the 
AFL ’s own intern ational aff air s committee (th is was variously headed  by Rober t 
Watt, Frank Fenton and  Ph il Delaney) his special  s ta tu s with the  men of power 
gave him control of ac tua l opera tions. Thus, out of an unlik ely allia nce  of two 
ex-radical s and two ongoing conservatives, whose way was  made eas ier by Wil
liam Green’s lack of interest in foreig n affa irs, was born the  AFL -CIO’s an ti
com munist crusade.

Before long, old and  new Lovestone recruit s, some on the  Fre e Tra de Union 
Committee  payroll , others  on th at  of  th e AFL itsel f, began to a ppear in the  int er 
nat ional labor movement. Henry  Rutz wen t to Ge rmany ; Richard Deverall, for 
mer execut ive sec reta ry of the Associa tion of Catho lic Tra de  U nionists (ACT U), 
to Japan and other Asian outpos ts; Ha rry  Goldberg to Indonesia, lat er  to Ita ly.



The team  also included Mrs. Pag e Morris, and  Arab-Moslem e xpe rt who w as once 
an as sis tan t to William Donovan of the  OSS, Maida Springer , Ely Borochowitz, 
Carm el Offi, as well as a num ber of American labor atta che s and local men in 
Ind ia, Isr ael and elsewhere. Romualdi,  who had  worked for Dubinsky  long be
fore  Lovestone, joine d the  force  indep endently and  carved  out a niche as Lati n 
American delegate.

The key figure of the  oper ation  was Irv ing  Brown. Son of a Team ster, having  
worked his way through college, activ e in union and unemployed circles, he had 
been wit h Lovestone since the  mid -thi rtie s when he infi ltra ted a left-wing Social
ist  Pa rty  caucus on his behalf . After serving in a number of government posts 
dur ing  the  war, he wound up as the  AFL representativ e in Europe.

The Communists, having play ed so decisive a role in the  European und er
ground,  inevitabl y assumed postw ar leadership  of many unions. They predom i
nat ed in Ita ly  and Fran ce, were  influ entia l in Greece, and  had sizable forces 
elsewhere. In the  firs t yea rs of peace the re was, furt hermore, expans ive hope 
for  coexistence. Br itis h union s and  the  CIO joined hands with  Soviet and Com
munis t-dom inated unions in the  West to form the  World  Fed erat ion of Trad e 
Unions (the  AFL refused to jo in ). The Communists, fa r from being obstreperous, 
were qui te moderate. They agre ed meekly, at  Sta lin ’s behest, to give up arms 
used in the  r esistance,  and to yield  fact orie s which they had  occupied afte rwa rd. 
They were so int en t on rebu ilding Euro pe’s sha tte red  economies th at  they  im
press ed even Joseph  Alsop, who att rib uted  the reconstru ction  of Fra nce  in great 
measure  to  “the ent hus ias tic colla bora tion  of the  Fre nch  C ommunist Pa rty .”

Per hap s the  cold wa r was inev itab le and schism in the intern ationa l labor 
forces prede stined, bu t c ertain ly American unio nist s should have tried  to preven t 
it. Th at was  not the view of Irv ing  Brown and Ja y Lovestone. Their first order 
of business was to preven t the  Commu nists from entr ench ing themselves in 
Germany, and  to split  off t he non-Com munists  in Ita ly  and Fran ce. The ir method 
of oper ation  was pros aica lly simple. Europ e was digging out from the shambles  
of wa r; everyone was hungry . Union lead ers lacked  food for  their fami lies;  they 
lacke d type wri ters , mimeograph machines, new sprint, offices, for  the ir unions. 
A m an who could produce such item s was months, perh aps  a year or two, ahead 
of his rivals . Under “Operation  Food” the AFL sent 5,000 packages to Germany, 
15,000  to Fran ce, 2,000 to Austria, and  5,000 to Greece. And Brown chose the 
recipients.

How much was  given out, to whom it went, how it  was  used, we may never 
know. Brow n’s German operation was not large, but  be bui lt up an anti-Com- 
mu nis t cad re th at  settle d itself  into  vari ous unions.  How simon-pure a cadr e it 
was  is suggested by a dispatc h in The New York Times of October 26, 1948, 
which records th at  a deleg ation  of German union ists, accompanied by Lovestone 
himsel f, visit ed the  S ecre tary  of  th e United  Sta tes  Army to offer “form er German 
wa r p ilots  to  fly th e ai rl if t into  Ber lin.” Dubinsk y may well have been right when 
he wrot e in Jan uary,  1949, th at  “had  it  not  been for  the  exten sive educa tiona l 
act ivit ies of the Fre e Tra de Union Commit tee of the AFL . . . the  Commu
nis ts . . . might by now ha ve s eized control of the  r eviving  Germ an tra de  unions.” 
This  mig ht have been un for tun ate , but  it is odd th at  Dubin sky never  asked  him
self whether the German wor kers had a rig ht to make their  own choice with out 
“educ atio nal act ivi ties” from the  outside.  Had  the help been given to all  union 
leade rs, or even to all non-Com munist union leade rs, it is possible th at  a differ ent 
movement might ha ve evolved.

In Fran ce, Brown prodded his contacts  to  s plit  fro m the  Gen eral Confederation 
of Labo r (CG T) as quickly as possible, and  to refu se any collab oration with  the 
Communis ts in strik es. Begin ning in May, 1947, a wave of walkou ts took place 
for  wage increases. A few business  unio nists  and mild Socialis ts, spurred  by 
Brown,  argu ed th at  the  str ike s were both unne cessary and polit icall y inspired. 
They with drew  from CGT and regro uped  around  a publication called Force  
Ouvri&re. The aging Leon .Touhaux, lead er of French labor for  decades, opposed 
the  pre ma tur e split, insistin g th at  it would be fa r be tte r to remain within CGT, 
if only to win over a lar ge r const ituenc y. But  he w as outvoted by Brow n’s f riends 
and  dragg ed along in a rump group th at  was  stillborn form its  inception. F. O. 
was  neve r stro ng except  in a few white-co llar unions, and is even less impressive 
today.

The most inte res ting  dra ma of thi s perio d was Brow n’s supp ort of a man 
named  Pierr e Ferri-Pisan i. In 194 9-50 , Communist tra de  u nion ists were refusing 
to unloa d American arm s a t Mars eilles  and other ports . Whethe r they were right 
to do so is, of course, a matt er  of opinion, but  i t was cer tain ly farf etc hed  th at  an
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American unionist should undertake the thwarting of workers in France. Appar
ently at Brown’s instigat ion Ferri-Pisani  formed the Mediterranean Committee, 
with funds tha t suddenly appeared for the purpose of getting the arms unloaded. 
The actions of the  Mediterranean Committee were so flagrant tha t the Mayor of 
Marseilles, Gaston Defferre, wrote a le tter  to his Socialist P arty  chief, Guy Mollet, 
pleading with him to stop Brown and Ferri-Pisan i’s activities.

In France, Brown had helped so-called Socialist unions and had been lukewarm 
to the Christian  CFTC, which was willing to form ad /toe alliances with the 
Communists to advance common objectives. In Italy, the position was reversed. 
Brown and Harry Goldberg were hostile both to Nenni’s Socialists and to the 
right-wing Sarr agat  Socialists, who for tactica l reasons did not want to break 
immediately with the Ital ian  General Confederation of Labor (C.G.I.L.). In
stead, the American supported the Christians in thei r secession from the main 
body of Itali an labor.

In Greece, Brown built  a  little  empire around Fotis Makris after the Commu
nists had been purged from the unions through government pressure. This was to 

t  be an interesting (though incidental) chapter, for i t showed to what  lengths a nt i
communism could go. Makris was a loyal Brown man, and fairly  solid with  the 
regime. He had to be, because Greek law requires workers to pay a certa in sum to 
the unions, the money being checked off from thei r wages, sent to the minister of 
labor, and then re layed—at the minister ’s whim—to the  unions. But there  came a 
time when even Makris could not tol erate government cuts in worker benefits. In 
the mid-1950s he decided to mount a legitimate campaign of limited strikes to 
culminate in broader national action. At th is point Brown’s pressure was enough 
to force Makris to yield. They quarreled  and the American representative there
afte r placed his support  with another segment of the Greek movement organized
around Dimitrious Tlieodorous of Salonika.

There is more to the record, but the story is the same. Right-wing columnist 
Westbrook Pegler says Lovestone spent “millions.” Robert Lewin of the Chicago 
Daily News said, in 1950, tha t it  was $250,000 a year, and, “including special 
union gifts . . . $5,000,000.” Donald Robinson, whose praise for Brown is un
qualified, said in 1952 th at  he had spent “close to $1 million.” When I  interviewed 
Brown in 1965, he claimed tha t in twenty years he had donated about $100,000 
to foreign unions.

For his work abroad, U.S. Ambassador to France, James G. Dunn, hailed 
Brown as a “superb fighter  for freedom.” Life called him labor’s “most effective 
ambassador.” But throughout Europe, most non-Communist unionists look on 
Lovestone and Brown with hostility. “Many people say,” wrote the official weekly 
of the  Swedish Federa tion of Labor (L.O.) in 1955, “tha t Brown’s maniac ant i
communist a ttitude is a valuable asset to communism. When it comes to a con
sistent and effective fight against the dic tatorship ideology of communism, Irving  
Brown has nothing at all to teach—and everything to learn from others.”

In December, 1955, when the A. F. of L. and CIO merged, there was hope th at 
Lovestone’s influence would finally be curbed. Walter Reuther and his brother 
Victor—for much the same reasons as the Swedish L.O.—disliked the Lovestone-

» Brown techniques. They felt tha t AFL-CIO activity  should be subordinated to
tha t of the  international confederation in Brussels. They wanted Lovestone out 
of the picture and his Free Trade Union Committee liquidated. They did not 
like the constant quarreling between Meany and the ICFTU.

Unfortunately, w hat was expected to be a showdown turned  out to be a whisper
V in the corridors. Meany continued to lean on Lovestone as his main foreign

policy adviser. The FTUC was, indeed, scrapped, but Lovestone continued with 
his work of overseas manipulation, first as a member of the AFL-CIO’s Depar t
ment of Interna tional Affairs, and afte r 1963 as its director.

As a matter of fac t the Lovestone-Meany alliance has become more aggressive 
in recent years. In parti cular, the quarrel with ICFTU officials in Brussels has 
become hotter. As The New York Times has said editorially, Meany’s relations 
with ICFTU leaders “have rarely run smoothly for more than  a  year or two at  a 
time. At least a half-dozen major reorganiza tions have been under taken, largely 
to satisfy his complaints. . . .”

At root, however, is a fundamental dispute between the Socialist unionists  of 
Europe, especially those of Great B ritain and Scandinavia, who would like to see 
a relaxation of tensions, and Meany who wants to pursue the cold war  to the 
bitte r end. As a result, Meany is by-passing the world body and leaning on the 
U.S. Government more openly than ever in the past. Since the foundation of the  
American Institu te for  Free  Labor Development in 1961, the Meanyites have more

33 -94S — 69------9



114

and more embarked on a unila teral  course, and the trend became even more 
pronounced a few months ago when Irving Brown formed the African-American 
Labor Center. There is no longer a question as to the source of money used by 
the AFL-CIO in its international work—the overwhelming bulk of it comes from 
government sources. Labor has had access to about $110 million of public funds 
to further  its anti-Communist purpose.

The newest chapter in the internal affairs  of the AFL-CIO begins in 1959, and 
introduces another generation of anti-Communists. Late in tha t year, Joseph 
Beirne. president of the Communications Workers of America (CWA), held a 
class for sixteen Latin American unionists at  Front  Royal, Va. Instead of financing 
the Front Royal conference through the union, Beirne conceived the novel idea 
of having the International Cooperation Administration, predecessor to AID, 
put up most of the funds. This gave Beirne enough money not only to educate fr
Latin unionists but to pay the ir salarie s for a period of nine months afte r they 
returned home. In tha t time, presumably, they’ were to put their  training into 
practice. Apparently it never occurred to Beirne t hat  legitimate Latin unionists, 
who have an ingrained hostility to “Yankee Imperia lism,” might find ICA money 
dis tas tefu l; for the kind of people he recruited  it didn’t seem to make much 
difference.

On the strength  of the Virginia experience, Beirne suggested to Meany tha t 
the program be widened, and after a preliminary study AIFLD was founded. It 
first opened its doors to students in June of 1962. Inter-American union ma
chinery for educating workers already existed. The Inter-American Regional 
Organization of Workers (ORIT) had been formed in 1951. and there  were also 
eight or nine “trade secretariats”—international bodies of unions in the same 
industry, such as metal workers or culinary workers—to do the job. Beirne and 
Meany, however, wanted something more directly under thei r control.

As a trad e union instrument—particu larly one tha t must appeal to Latin 
Americans engaged in bitter struggles with their  own oligarchies—AIFLD is a 
little bizarre. Its board of trustees includes not  only union men bu t representa
tives of the very corporations with which Latin American unions must bargain.
Meany is president. Chairman of the board, however, is J. Peter  Grace of W. R.
Grace & Co., which owns shipping companies, sugar haciendas, distilleries, box 
factories, light-bulb subsidiaries, textil e plants and other enterprises  in Latin 
America. It  is a more enlightened firm than, say, United Frui t, but it does not 
burst  wi th union fervor. Vice chairman of the board is Berent Friele, a Nelson 
Rockefeller man. Among the trustees are Charles Brinckerhoff, president of the  
Anaconda Company; Juan Trippe. president of Pan American World Airways;
Henry S. Woodbridge of the Tru  Temper Company; William M. Hickey of the 
United Corporation; and Ambassador Robert C. Hill of Merck & Company.
These men do not run the show, but the association of thei r names with a 
“labor school” is not likely to draw a large s tudent  body from among those labor- 
ites in the La tin states who see the  answer to the ir problems in social revolution.

Nor will the financing quiet suspicion. Official press releases and speeches by 
William Doherty, Jr., give the impression tha t government, business and labor 
each pay about one-tliird of the costs of the educational program (now about $2 
million annua lly). But Romuald! told me that  business contributes only 8.5 per *
cent and labor 11 per cent: the other  fourth-fifths come from AID. (The social 
projects department of AIFLD also gets the hulk of its money from government 
agencies, some of it being in the form of guarantees.)

What does AIFLD do? As of its lates t report, its fourteen Latin American /
field offices have trained more than 20.000 students in trade  union procedures, and 
817 have gone through more advanced courses at 1830 Nineteenth Street in Wash
ington. The la tter  not only receive travel money and expenses while in the United 
States but. are  put on AIFLD’s payroll for nine months afte r they return  home.
During the general strike in Briti sh Guiana this was extended by four or five 
months, so tha t the graduates could participate more actively in the attempt  to 
topple the Jagan government.

Both the selection of trainees and the curriculum are designed to stress an  anti- 
Communist position. Communists, of course, are bann ed: but so, according to 
Romualdi. is anyone to the  left of the Accion Democratica. which rules  Venezuela, 
or the middle-of-the-road Aprista in Peru. Originally, even Christian unionists 
were excluded. A few Peronistas from Argent ina were inducted recently, but they 
kicked up so much anti-U.S. dust tha t others are not likely to be enrolled. The 
kind of people trained can be gauged from AIFLD’s rep ort s: “Former AIFLD 
Students Help Oust Reds from Uruguay Port Union.” “Two Inst itute Graduates
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Challenge Communist Control  of Honduran Union” Stu den t Hugo Solon Acero 
of the Confedera tion of Colombian Workers (CTC), we are  told, elim inated “the  
las t vestiges of Communist influence in the regiona l fe deration of Cu ndinam arca.” 
AVhen the government of Joao  Gou lart  was deposed in Braz il, William Doherty, 
Jr. , boasted th at  AIF LD gra duate s “were  so ac tive  that  they became intimately  
involved in some of the  cland estine operation s of the revolu tion before it  took 
place. . . . Many of the  trade  union leaders—some of whom were actua lly  
tra ined in our ins titute —were involved in the revolut ion, and  in the over throw 
of the Goulart regime.”

The classes, in add ition to instruc tion  in collective barg aining and  grievances, 
include two sessions on the history  of U.S. labor, two on the U.S. system of gov
ernment. one on “to tal ita rianis m,” one on communism in Latin America, one on

* the  politics  of U.S. labor , one on the Sino-Soviet conflict, and  one of the German
labor movement. How Latin Americans, arme d with thi s knowledge, can finish 
the ir revolution again st the  atavis tic  olligarchies  is not ent ire ly clear.  Rom uald i 
is evidently convinced th at  it can be accomplished through  simple “collect ive 

t  barg ainin g? Andy McClellan, the AFL-CIO  Inter -American represe ntat ive,  who
works closely wi th AIFL D, expresses it  wel l: “Peaceful revolutions can be 
brought about by a mi litan t democratic  trade  union movement practic ing  the
colective bargining  procedure.”

If  education  is not enough to keep hemispher ic unio nists  in line, AIF LD has 
ano the r way to sweeten the  car rot . It s social projects  departm ent,  run  by 
Doherty, armed with tens of millions of U.S. A ID dol lars and  staffed by sixty - 
seven Americans and  th irt y locals, alloc ates large  sums for  such pro ject s as 
housing, cred it unions, cooperatives, medical clinics, ru ra l development, even 
union halls. Safe  un ions  south of the  border can apply for money eith er dire ctly  
from AID'S coffers or from AFL-CIO  pension funds , gua ran teed by AID. Ful ly 
one-fourth of AID’S housing prog ram of $250 million will be funne led thro ugh  
Doherty to unionists in Latin  America . The most impressive project finished so 
fa r is in Mexico City, where  a $10 million loan helped build 3,104 uni ts for 
members of the  Graphic  Arts  Workers Union. In Honduras, work is being com
pleted on a more modest venture  of 1S5 apar tment s. Fou r othe r project s ar e on 
the  drawing boards.

According to Doher ty’s as sis tan t, William A. Do uglas : “Until  March, 1964, we 
had only a small program  in Brazi l. We had no people to work with  there. Bu t 
quite  unexpectedly the  revolu tion over threw Gou lart  and this changed.” The 
projects  dep artm ent  was equipped to act quickly. It  cajoled out of AID, among  
other things.  $150,000 to build five pea san t service centers  in and near Recife, 
a focus of p easant  hostility.

Someone who worked with  AIFLD in Bolivia  explained its  operation s to me 
thi s w ay : “By the definition of AIFLD anyone who wanted a raise was a Com- 
munis t. Its  whole purpose was to make the 120 or  so men it tra ine d into  govern
ment supporter s. It  was  willing  to do something for union men only if they 
would kick th e C ommunists out of the ir union.” By way of example, the re existed  
a good legi timate unio n in the Bolivian rai lroad indu stry . But  af te r AIF LD 

a  had tra ine d a small group  of rai lroad workers, the government decided to recog
nize thi s new force, led by Sajines Ovando, as the  official union. By contrast , 
the  tin  miners, Bol ivia ’s larg est and  most mi litan t union, could expec t no help 
unless they showed an incl ination to reduce  the work force  in the  mines  and
supp ort th e now d efunct  I’az Estenssoro  regime.

'  With AIFLD as its  anchor, McClellan running the Inter-Am erican section
of the AFL-CIO, and  friends  in the  foreig n service who accept the Lovestone 
doctrine, the AFL -CIO  is an ins trument for  inte rvention throug hou t the hem
isphere. A dra ma tic  example of unofficial diplomacy at  work occurred in the  
Dominican Republic, where las t April  Donald Reid Cabral, then  head  of the  
ruling jun ta,  conferred the Orde r of Dua rte,  Sanchez y Mella on Serafino Ro
mualdi. The AFL -CIO group in the  Dominican Republic is an organizat ion  
called COXATRAL. A few weeks before the fir st democra tical ly elected  Pres i
dent in the  cou ntry’s his tory was overthrown, COXATRAL ran  an ad in the  
newspapers  calling on the  people to put  thei r fa ith  in the  “arm ed forces” to 
defend them again st communism. While Ambassador John Bartlow Ma rtin  
was ferv idly  supp orting Bosch, the  U.S. labor attache , the  la te  Fre d A. Somer- 
ford, was guiding COXATRAL in anti-C ommunist  dia trib es which could only 
undermine Bosch who was  alread y accused of “softness on communism.”

It  was an open sec ret  that  Somerford, once with the  Bureau of Inte lligence 
and  Research, disagreed  with  official policy. An obi tuary on Somerford sta tes



tha t a year  after Bosch’s downfall “George Meany wrote a personal letter  of com
mendation to the deceased for his outstanding contribution to the Democratic 
Labor Movement of the Dominican Republic.” That  is the Meany-Lovestone 
line—to combat any force that is considered “soft”—and the t ragedy is th at labor 
movements are so pivotal in revolts and counterrevolts tha t AFL-CIO strategy 
can sometimes be enough to tip the scales. It  is no accident tha t Christian trade 
union forces in Latin America are so hostile to the AFL-CIO and to ORIT. This 
movement, increasingly revolutionary and independent, suspects anything tha t 
smacks of Yankee control. In July, 1964, the Trade Union Bureau of the Christian 
Democratic P arty  in Chile ordered its members to quit ORIT and to avoid any 
collaboration with the AIFLD.

Wherever the Meany-Lovestone influence has  injected itself, it has left behind 
a debris of schism and hostility. Now its attent ion is turnin g to Africa. With the 
recent formation of the African-American Labor Center (AALC) by Irving 
Brown, a stepped-up campaign on the model of AIFLD is in the making. The 
object of Brown’s attention here is not so much the Communists, who are weak, 
as it is the neutralists. Since Lovestone considers neutralism  an “aide-de-camp” 
of communism, it is understandable tha t he should want  to contain it and roll i t 
back.

The African labor organizations have threfore been unreceptive to AFL-CIO 
blandishments. “The Western trad e unions,” .says John K. Tettgah, president of 
the Ghana Trade Union Congress, “have been tra ting  us patronizingly, a ttempting 
to impose on us the way they run the ir own unions, even forgetting the bloody 
battles they had to fight to establish  the ir rights. What do the Western trade 
union bur eaucrats know about our struggles for freedom from colonial rule? We 
resent thei r condescending atti tude.” The Africans tend to be revolutionary, 
Socialist, neutralis t in the cold war, and anti-capitalist. They consider the Euro
peans who control the ICFTU to phlegmatic in fighting colonialism, and neo
colonialism. They consider the AFL-CIO leadership  an apologist for American 
intervention in the Congo.

In 1957, Brown and William Schnitzer, secretary-treasure r of the AFL-CIO, 
could report, afte r a trip  to Africa, tha t African unionists were “looking to the 
democratic world” for guidance and support. About th at time the  ICFTU claimed 
twenty-one affiliates in African territ ories , with about 25 per cent of organized 
laborers on the continent. But a year late r the number had fallen, according to 
Ghanaian sources, to 7 percent, ICFTU secretary general, Omer Becu, admits tha t 
Western efforts have “not been as successful as we had hoped.”

By contrast , Tettegah’s All-African Trade Union Federation, formed in 1961, 
claims adh erents  in forty-five countries, with about 3 million members. It refuses 
to affiliate with e ither ICFTU or th e left-wing World Federat ion of Trade Unions 
(W FTU).  Admittedly, AATIJF is not particularly active; many of its affiliates 
are appendages to one-party governments and perform only a minimum of col
lective bargaining. But the fact is tha t they want  to go the ir own way, with 
“guidance” from neithe r Europe nor America. An artic le in a Ghana paper 
charges th at the AFL-CIO and the ICFTU “tell African trad e unionists to keep 
thei r noses out of politics a nd stick to sound bookkeeping and bread-and-butter 
issues. The fact  is tha t the era of comparative class peace and conciliation in 
the metropolitan  countries has been bought at  the expense of grinding exploi
tation and bloody repression in the colonies.” Americans and Europeans—the 
article  sa ys —are trying  to train Africans in the rudiments of collective bar
gaining and grievance handling, as if they were living in a stable, industria l 
milieu. But the problems of Africa require national and social revolution, bold 
changes in social instituti ons, a spi rit of radicalism rather  than “class peace.”

In this radical, anti-Western setting, Brown’s AALC hopes to stimulate work
ers’ education, vocational trainin g, cooperatives, health clinics, housing—much 
in the style of AIFLD, except th at  there will be somewhat more emphasis on 
vocational training (a  tailoring institu tion is now operating in Kenya and there 
is a school fo r motor drivers in N iger ia). There are no businessmen on the board 
of this foundation. The money will come, according to an AALC brochure, from 
“private and public insti tutions” ; in other words, some from the AFL-CIO 
most from AID and t he United States  Government.

The Join t United States Government-labor beneficence, operating on the rigid 
Lovestone thesis, can result  only in divisions within African labor along the 
same l ines as the world itself is divided. The outlines are already  visible. Here 
is an excerpt from the let ter  of a  European unionist who works in the interna-
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tiona l fie ld: “I t is a well-known fact  th at  B rown  supp orted a man  called Reuben 
Jam ela  in Sou ther n Rhodesia who moun ted an arti fici al nat ion al cen ter  with  

Brow n’s money.”
And—who kno ws? —perhaps  the  AIFLD and  AALC model will next be ap

plied to Asia. Lovestone cer tain ly is concerned abo ut developments ther e. Last 
year Brown visi ted Vietnam  to cement rela tion s with  Tran-Quoc Buu, pre sident  
of the  Vietna mese Confedera tion of Labor. Buu, a modera te Chris tian unionist 
who fled from the Vietminh in the  North , was  also enter tained  in the  Unite d 
States und er AFL -CI O auspices.  The tri p by Meany and Lovestone to Japan, 
for  the foun ding  conference of the  conserv ative  J apa nes e Confedera tion of Labo r 
(Do mei ) ea rli er  th is  year,  was  an obvious att em pt to coun ter the  ne ut ra lis t and 
lef tis t ten dencies of the pred omi nant lab or federati on, Sohyo.

American labo r lead ers cer tain ly have a rig ht to expre ss a preferen ce betwee n 
foreign union s cont rolle d by Communists or  ne utr ali sts  and those  with pro- 
American sentime nts. And it is certa inly legi timate for them to offer gif ts of 
car s or mimeo graph  mach ines to help  the  work of those they favor. But  the re is

I a line beyond whic h such aid  becomes inter vent ion. Wh at is into lera ble is not
th at  Lovestone and  company are  anti-C ommu nist—vi rtu ally all unio nists  in the  
United States, incl udin g the autho r, are  philosop hically  opposed to communism. 
Wh at is into lera ble is the combative, deli bera te attem pt to set  off one type of 
foreign unionist ag ain st ano ther in ord er to enha nce the  United  Sta tes posit ion 
in the  cold war. W ha t is into lera ble is the del iberate  attem pt to mold a fore ign 
union in a  barre n “anti -Com munist” image.

Senator  Morse sai d in a rece nt criti cism  of the  Unite d Sta tes role in inter
nat ion al aff airs th at  our  govern ment believes “th at  because  of mi lita ry power 
its dic tate s aro und  the  world will have to be obeyed.” Meany, Lovestone and 
the ir adh ere nts  believe th at  because of the ir dollars—now openly flowing from 
the  U.S. Treas ury —unio nists  abroad  can also be made to line up.

Back in 1951, in a bras h speech, George Meany liste d A.F. of L. accom plish 
ments on the  int ern ati on al fron t. “Pri ma rily due to our  effort,” he said, “th ere  
has  been esta blis hed  . . .  the Forc e Ouvr iere. ” In Germ any it  “was the AFL  
which broke the  Comm unist strangleho ld on the  tra de  union s.” “Our  Europe an 
repr esen tativ e, Irv ing  Brown, par tici pat ed in clean ing the po rt of Mar seilles of 
Communist cont rol.” “We have esta blished num erou s contacts  wi th resi stan ce 
moveme nts” behind  the  iron curta in.  “On the  Chin a main land, we are  aidin g 
the  und erground  democra tic force s.” (Em phasi s adde d in all case s.)

Is it cons istent with the  princ iples  of a demo cratic  society for  a small clique 
of self-appointed men to inje ct themselves into  the  aff air s of oth er nat ion s? 
Would it  be perm issib le for  the U.S. Cham ber of Commerce to con trib ute  to a 
Conservative force  in England to depose the  Lab our  Pa rty?  Wh at gives the 
AFL- CIO a pre rog ativ e th at  oth er ins titu tio ns don’t—and shouldn’t—have?

[From  The New Republic, J une 25,1966]

Lovestone’s Cold War 

The  AFL-CIO  Has I ts Own CIA 

(B y Dan  Ku rzm an)

Victor Reutl ier, dir ect or of int ern ation al affairs  fo r the  United Auto Workers , 
told rep ort ers  af te r a visi t to the  Dominican Repub lic th at  the  AFL -CIO  was  
“un for tun ate ly” sup por ting  a “small  and  unrep resent ativ e grou p” of Dominican 
tra de  union s and  ignoring  the lar ger demo cratic  ones. Behind  thi s cas ual  rem ark  
simmers a bi tte r disput e with in American labor. AFL -CIO  Pre sid ent  George  
Meany and his AFL  coho rts supp ort an “anti-Comm unis t” foreign policy th at  is 
at  le ast  as  rigid and narro w as th at  of the  G old wa ter ites; UAW P res ide nt W alt er 
P. Reu ther and his follow ers accen t p olitic al democracy and  s ocial refo rm abr oad  
ra th er  tha n nega tive anti-Comm unism. Their  differences surf aced at  the  rec ent  
AFL -CIO  convention in San Fran cisco when Meany men, to loud  objections , 
deman ded a resolution urging the Adm inis trat ion  to step up its  m ilit ary  activ itie s 
in Vietnam. It  was due only to Re uth er’s unre mittin g res ista nce  t ha t compromise 
was reached—leav ing i t a ll u p to Mr. Johns on.

The man who push ed the  “Meany reso lutio n” was bar ely  mentioned in news  
accounts. Ja y Lovestone thri ves  on anonymity . Yet, few non-g overn mental figures 
wield so much influence  over foreig n policy. As dir ect or of the  AF L-C IO’s int er-
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nati onal ac tivi ties , which  co ns um e ov er  20 per ce nt of th e  fe dera ti on’s $2 mi llion  
annual bu dg et , Lo ve sto ne  is  M ea ny ’s fo re ig n m in is te r,  w ith hi s ow n p ri vate  
net w or k of am ba ss ad or s,  a id  adm in is tr a to rs  an d in te lli ge nc e ag en ts . Lab or  
a tt aches in key co un tr ie s,  o r th e ir  ass is ta n ts , a re  of ten mor e loya l to him  th an  
to  th e ir  dipl om at ic  su pe rior s.  M an y of  his  agen ts  ov er se as  are  be lieved to  work 
clo se ly  w ith  th e C en tr al  In te ll ig en ce  A gen cy.  Con side ra bl e go ve rn m en t a id  mo ney  
is  c ha nn el ed  th ro ug h h is  “m in is tr y”—a ft e r he  de cid es  wh o de se rv es  to  rece ive it.

M ea ny  e n te rt a in s li tt le  d oub t th a t Lo ve ston e’s g uida nc e is  e nl ig ht en ed . F or who 
sh ou ld  kn ow  bett er how to  fig ht  Com m un is ts  th an  a fo unde r an d Se cr et ar y-  
G en er al  of  th e Amer ican  C om m un is t P art y , as  w ell  a s a  fo under  o f t he  C om in te rn ?
Lov es tone ’s a tt it u d e  to  Co mmun ism , of  w hate ver var ie ty , is th a t it  m ust  be 
co mplete ly  is o la te d ; “p ea ce fu l co ex is tenc e” is ap pe as em en t. V ir tu al ly  un lim ited  v.
fo rc e sh ou ld  be us ed  to  cru sh  Com m un is t “a gg re ss io n, ” w heth er in Vietnam  
or in  th e  Dom inican  Rep ub lic . Ther e is  no re al  dis tinc tion  be tw ee n So viet an d 
Com m un is t C hine se  po lic ies .

To  CIO le ad er s,  Txwestone is  a m an  wh o, in hi s di si llus io nm en t, seek s th e 
expia to ry  sa ti sf ac tion  of  bri ng in g  down  th e pag an  temple.  He an d his  fo llo wers, I.
th ey  cl aim, en vi sa ge  a w or ld  sp li t in to  neatl y  de fin ed Com m un is t an d an ti-Co m-
m unis t s ph er es  de st in ed  to m ee t a t Arm ag ed do n.

M ea ny -L ov es tone  po lic ies ha ve  br ed  an ta go ni sm  no t on ly  in side  th e  A FL-C IO  
but w ithin  the I n te rn a ti ona l Con fe de ra tion  o f Fre e T ra de  U nion s (I C FT U ) wh ich  
co m pr ises  m an y of  th e no n- Com m un is t w orld’s im port an t la bo r fe de ra tion s.
Iron ic al ly , Lo ve sto ne  w as  on e of  the  le ad in g org an iz er s of  t he  IC FT U, which  was  
fo rm ed  in 1949 to  counte r th e  st re ngth  of  th e  Com m un is t-do m inated  W or ld  
F eder at io n  of  T ra de Union s (W F T U ).  Since th e  dea th  of  S ta in  in  1954, ho wev er,  
mos t IC FTU  union  l ea der s hav e gra dual ly  m oved t ow ar d th e mor e acco mmod ati ng  
po lic y of  “p ea ce fu l c oe xi st en ce .” in  l in e w ith  th e  s en tim en ts  of  t he ir  g ov ernm en ts .
In  so doing , th ey  ha ve  come  in to  sh arp  co nf lic t w ith  th e A FL-C IO  lead er sh ip .
And  Meany , en ra ge d by  th e  IC F T U ’s re fu sa l to  ap pr ov e his  po lic ies , sh ou te d to 
an  A FL-C IO  ex ec ut iv e co m m it te e m ee ting  in  March . 1965 th a t th e wor ld  labo r 
gr ou p is  an “in ef fect ive b ure aucra cy  r ig h t down  to  th e fa ir ie s. ”

L ast  Ju ly , th e anti -A FL -C IO  fe el ing fo un d an  ex plos ive outl et  a t an  IC FT U 
m ee ting  in Amster da m att ended  by  som e 300 la bor re pre se nta tives  from  alm os t 
100 co un tr ie s.  To  ring in g ap pla use , Lo ui s M ajor , he ad  of  th e Belgi an  Fed er at io n 
of  Lab or , repl ied to  M ea ny ’s ta un ts . “I n an  or ga niz at io n such  as ours ,” he  sa id .
“sh ou ld  no t a la rg e org an iz at io n ha ve  to  li st en  to w hat o th er s ha ve  to  sa y?  In 
st ea d of  p urs uin g a  u n il a te ra l po licy, sh ou ld  not  we  al l li st en  to  ea ch  o th er’s ex
pe rien ce s an d id ea s.  . . . Do  you not th in k  we  ha ve  a contr ib ution to  m ak e? ”

Eve n usu al ly  f ri end ly  C an adia ns go t in th e ac t. W he n M ea ny  beca me inv olv ed 
in  a hea te d  di sp ut e w ith th em  ov er  th e qu es tio n of how m an y se a ts  th ey  shou ld  
ha ve on  th e ex ec ut ive bo ar d, th ey  ch ar ge d th a t he  w as  ou t to  hum il ia te  them  
be ca us e th ey  ha d no t go ne  al on g as  a “m e-too  co lon y.”  Nor  di d Meany  ha ve  th e 
su pport  of  even p a r t of  h is  o wn de lega tio n on som e of h is  prop os als. R eu th er . fo r 
ex am pl e,  vo ted w ith th e m ajo ri ty  again st  M ea ny  on th e re la tivel y  min or  qu es tio n 
of  wh ich of  tw o T un is ia n del eg at io ns  s ho uld b e seated .

ft
AFR O-A SI AN U N IO N S

In  de ba te s on ho w to  de al  w ith la bor in th e  un de rd ev elop ed  wor ld . Mea ny  in 
si st ed  th a t th e IC FTU  us e it s  so li dari ty  fu nd , which  is la rg el y  co nt ri bute d by th e 
A FL-C IO , mo re  s pe ed ily  an d eff ici en tly  t o hel p bu ild  up  un io ns  in  t he  Afro -A sia n /
co un tr ie s.  By th is  he  an d Lo ve ston e m ea nt th e  mo ney shou ld  be  sp en t to  fo st er  
an ti -C om m un is t se nt im en ts , co lle ct ive bar gai n in g te ch ni qu es  an d un ion inde 
pe nd en ce  fr om  gov ernm en ts . M an y Eur op ea n un io ni st s ob jec ted.  T hei r own un ions  
a re  of ten lin ke d to  poli ti ca l part ie s,  so why  sh ou ld n’t th e  un io ns  of  Afr ica an d 
As ia hav e si m il ar  link s.  In  fa ct , th ey  ar gue , clo se co llab or at io n be tw ee n labo r, 
pa rt ie s and go ve rn m en t is  desi ra ble  in  nat io ns seek ing sw if t econom ic an d socia l 
de ve lopm en t.

The  A fro -A sian  go ve rn m en ts  th em se lv es  a re  no  lo ng er  a nx io us f or th e AF L-C TO  
pr es en ce  in th e ir  co untr ie s,  th ough  Amer ican  un io nis ts  wer e more th an  we lco me  
in th e post w ar ye ar s whe n th e  org an iz at io n su pp or ted th e ir  inde pe nd en ce  mo ve
m en ts . No w th ey  w an t to  co nt ro l th e ir  do mes tic  un ions . N ea rly  a dozen  Afri ca n 
un io ns  ha ve  w ithdra w n fr om  th e  US- do min ated  IC FT U  in re ce nt mon th s an d 
jo in ed  a neu tr a li st  fe de ra tion. The y hav en ’t fo rg ot te n th a t in 1955 Mea ny  ca lle d 
Jaw ali a rl a l Neh ru  a n aid e an d al lv  o f C om mu nis m.

In  th e ho pe  o f do ing un il a te ra ll y  w hat  th e  IC FTU  re fu se s to  do m ult il a te ra ll y . 
one of  Lo ve sto ne ’s to p ag en ts , Ir v in g  Brown,  has se t up  an  Afr ican -A m er ican
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Labor C en ter  (AA LC)  wi th US gov ern me nt financ ial  sup port. Des igned to perm it 
re ten tio n of an  A FL -C IO  foothold in Africa, th is ce nter  has spo nso red  a  ta ilo ring  
in st itu te  in Ke nya an d a mo tor  dr iv er s’ school in Niger ia. I t is giv ing  vo ca tio na l 
tra in ing,  plan ning  com muniti es,  an d build ing  cooperatives an d hou sing. I t  is 
also p rom oting “w orke rs’ ed ucati on .”

Man y Joh nson  Adm inis tra tio n officials ar e by no me ans  ju bi la nt  ab ou t Love- 
sto ne’s thes is th a t cold war  ten sions mus t no t be re lax ed  un les s the Comm unists  
agr ee  to such un lik ely  conc essions as  the  reu nif ica tion of Germany on I S terms , 
or the  tear in g dow n of the  Be rlin wal l. Tho se governm ent officials who  wish to 
fu rther  “pe ace ful  coe xis tence” with  the Sov iet Union an d to build  “b rid ge s” to 
Ea stern Eu rop e throug h inc rea sed tr ad e and c ul tu ra l r ela tio ns , d id no t a pp recia te.  

4 fo r example, AFL -C IO  su pp or t of long sho rem en who rec en tly  refused  to load
whe at int ended fo r R ussia .

Never the less, as  one high US official told  me, “la bo r is more a factor  in th e con
du ct  of ou r fo reign  policy th an  any one migh t have  dre am ed was pos sible a few 
ye ar s ago .” (As a lrea dy  ind ica ted , with  h is ne twork of ag en ts on both  sides of  th e 

1 Iron  C ur ta in , Loves ton e i s b elieved to be cooperat ing  close ly wi th the CIA. tho ugh
he den ies it. He  maint ains  th at , as  a good Am eric an,  he wou ld na tu ra lly sup ply  
his  gov ern me nt w ith  in form ati on  he might receive  bear ing  on th e na tio na l se
cu rit y. ) So v alua ble is Lov estone rega rded  t hat the appo intme nt of lab or at tach es  
in many embassies, inc lud ing  such key pos ts as Lond on, Pa ris . Rome an d Br ussels,  
usua lly  mus t rec eiv e his  approval,  accor din g to res ponsi ble  US lab or  s ource s. If  
the at tach ^ is no t a “Loveston e ma n,” hi s as si st an t oft en  is. and he real izes  th a t 
the qu ick est  wa y to advance me nt is to keep  Lovesto ne posted on his  su pe rio r's  
ac tiv ities . A fo rm er  labo r at tach e in a La tin  Am erican  embassy sa id th at  he had  
re fraine d from me eting wi th loca l labo r lea de rs no t acc eptab le to th e AFL -C IO  
fo r f ea r t ha t Loves tone m igh t find out.

In  one recent  case , an  official in ou r embassy in Be lgr ade repo rte d to Loves tone 
th a t an AF L- CI O emp loyee wa s vi si tin g Yug osla via.  On re tu rn in g to Washin g
ton.  the tra ve ler, who was try ing to get  a job  as a labo r at tach e,  fou nd th a t he 
had to expla in to Lov esto ne why  he we nt to Yugos lav ia (he  wen t as  a to uri st ) 
and w ha t h is po lit ica l view s were.

Lov esto ne’s cr it ic s in the AF L-CIO,  th e La bo r Dep ar tm en t and  ot he r govern
me nt and non -go vernment  agencies ar e re lu ct an t to spe ak a word ag ains t him , as 
I disc overed, except in out -of- the-wa y re st au ra nt s and bar s. Some used al iase s 
when teleph oning  inf ormati on . “I 'd  be bra nded  as  a Comm unist and lose  my job  
if  it  were known th a t I spoke ag ains t J ay ,” one e xplained.

Afte r a serie s of ar tic le s I wr ote on Loves tone’s in te rn at io na l op erat ions  ap 
peared  in Th e "Washington P ost.  Lov esto ne pe rsua ded La bo r Dep ar tm en t officials 
and Leonard  Ma rks , di rector  of the Un ited  St ates  In form at ion Agency, to cancel 
pla ns  for  d is tr ib ut in g the a rti cles  to  US mis sions abr oad.

SO M ETH IN G  OF A M YST ERY

Lov esto ne’s remarka ble achie vem ent in mov ing from th e lea de rsh ip  of the  
•  Am erican  Comm uni st Par ty  to an  info rm al pos itio n of pow er with in  the pol icy

ma kin g st ru ct ur e of th e US ref lec ts his  ex trao rd in ar y drive,  res ilie nce and po lit 
ica l skill . A tou gh bu t dis tinguished-looking  ma n with  wh ite  hai r an d a la rge 
nose, Lovesto ne, de sp ite  his  67 years, of ten  wo rks  up to  18 hours a day in his  
ap ar tm en t in New York o r in Wa shington .

» Migr ati ng  wi th hi s pa re nt s from Li thua nia at  th e age of 10, L ove stone gra du
ated  fro m the College of th e City of New York. He  sj>ent the fol low ing  ye ar s 
stu dy ing law  an d accoun tan cy  and  wo rki ng  a s a drug gis t, stat is tic ia n,  envelope-  
mak er  and soc ial wo rke r. Ha vin g joi ned the So cia list  Par ty  w hile sti ll in college, 
he help ed to sp lit  off th e pa rty’s le ft  wing  and reo rganize  it  into a Comm uni st 
Par ty  in 1919. He e di ted  th e official pa rty new spa per . The Comm uni st,  a nd  gra du 
ally w orked his  way to  th e top.

Even in the co ns pi ra to ria l atm osph ere of Bolshevik politic s, he  wa s, as he is 
now, rega rded  as  som eth ing  of a my ste ry.  Be nja mi n Gitlow. who also def ect ed 
even tua lly  from th e Comm uni st Par ty , writ es  in his  book. I  Confess,  th a t “not a 
man in th e pa rty knew an ything  more abo ut him ” than  th at he was un marrie d.  
He  was “a ve rit ab le  Ta mmany ch iefta in  among  us  Comm uni sts .” Git low  writ es . 
“One of his  m ost  s ucc ess ful  me tho ds wa s to cal l a comrade in to his  office, te ll him  
ext rem ely  c onfidentia l inform ati on , ob tai nin g in re tu rn  a solem n pro mise th a t the 
m at te r would no t be disc losed to a soul. In th at  way he won the supp or t of nu
merou s pa rty members,  who believed the y were pa rt ic ul ar ly  fav ored  by him. . . . 
He  sold [Communism]  with  pa rt ic ul ar  succ ess to am bit iou s in tel lec tuals , espe-
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cial ly the  naive and the uninit iate d, with the  persis tence of a  F uller brush  sales
man. . . . Lovestone seldom failed . Ins ide  the  party  he high -hat ted no one. He
could stoop to th e plane of the  most backward par ty  member.”

After becoming Secretary-General, Lovestone, as  a lead er of the  Comintern, 
went to its  1928 congress and  supp orted Nikola i Bukharin in his struggle for 
power with Stalin. “I was not only a personal  frie nd of Bukha rin ,” Lovestone 
told the House  Un-American  Activ ities Committee in 1939, “but  I had fun da
mental agreemen t with him on int ern ationa l questions, though on Russ ian 
questions I had  agreemen t w ith  Sta lin  and not with him.”

In 1929, Lovestone confidently went to Moscow to plead  his case af te r winning 
a 90-percent ma jor ity  in a pa rty  election. “I had an illusion in which T was 
wrong—th at  I coultl change them, or convince them . . . not  to decla re wa r on 
us,” Lovestone explained a decade la te r to the  House committee. Bu t the illusion *
was soon dispelled. Lovestone and  other American Communist leaders were 
charged with  promot ing pa rty  fac tion alism and “exceptionalism,” the  doctr ine 
that  under special circumstances it is possible to diverge from the party  line.
On his ret urn home, Lovestone found himself an outc ast from the party  on j
Sta lin’s orders. He did not  abandon Communism, but  estab lished an opposition 
Communist Pa rty  whose members became known as Lovestones. Finally , giving 
up on Stalin. Lovestone converted his group in 1936 into the Independent Labor  
League of America. A pamphle t he wro te called for  the “esta blish men t in the 
tran siti on period  between the  capit ali st and socialist  societies of a workers ’ 
sta te—a dic tato rsh ip of, by, and  for  the workers, bu t free  from the errors  and 
ter rors of Stalini sm.”

“Cap italism.” Lovestone thou ght,  “has  succeeded in destroying almos t all 
vestiges of freedom.” He opposed “a ny wa r conducted by a cap ita list  government 
in Wash ington  because  such a wa r can be only reactiona ry and  for  imperial ist 
ends.”

But  the Lovestonite s b itte rly  fough t the  Sta list s in the  labor unions in the late  
1930’s, supporting in th is effort P res ident Homer  Ma rtin  of the United  Auto Work 
ers  and David  Dubinsky of the L adie s’ Garment Worker s’ Union—ironically , since 
Lovestone ha d t ried  earlier to destroy Dubinsky’s leadersh ip.

In 1940, Lovestone disbanded his  organization,  gave up Marxism, and threw 
himself into  the  struggle aga ins t Hi tle r, tak ing  a job as head of the  labo r com
mittee of the Amer ican Committee to  Defend America.

Dubinsky, fea rfu l th at  the  Communis ts would grab  control  of the  world free 
trade  union movement af te r the  war, selected Lovestone to dire ct his troub le
shooting  int ern ational rela tions departm ent.  Subsequently, Lovestone took on a 
second anti-C ommunist job. Executiv e Secreta ry of the  Free Tra de Union Com
mittee. estab lished by Dubinsky,  AFL  Pre sident  'William Green, Meany (then 
Secre tary-T rea sur er) , and other  labor leaders.

During the  pos twar years , Lovestone played a vital role in meeting Stal inis t 
thrust s. His principa l agent was and  is Irv ing  Brown. The two had met in 1932 
at  a socialist  club meeting at  New York Unive rsity, and  four years la te r Love
stone got Brown a job with  the  UAW. In 1945, he sent  Brown to Europe on a 
trouble-shoo ting assignment.  Brown stayed  for  17 years. •

Supplying European unions with  money, typewrite rs and techn ical help. Brown 
managed to spli t some labo r groups awa y from Communist-dominated labor 
fede rations  in Fra nce  and Ita ly. Though some crit ics say this simply gave the 
Communists complete  contro l of the  lar gest federat ions in these  count ries, it 
apparently  prevente d the  success of general  str ike s th at  thre atened  to para lyze  *
the  Marshal l Plan. Brown also financed and organized strong-arm  squads to 
thwa rt Communist efforts  to keep French  stevedores  from unlo ading ships 
carryin g Marshal l Plan goods.

Elsewhere, too, Lovestone’s agents were  active af te r the  war, Har ry  Goldberg, 
an old Lovestonite. promoted fr ee labo r movements in Ind ia, Indonesia and Italy .
Carmel Offi worked in the  S tat e Dep artm ent,  Benjamin Mandel for  congressional 
secu rity  committees.

While the  AFL was  thus fighting  Communism abroad, the  CIO found itse lf in 
a dilemma. It  had helped form the  World Fed era tion  of Tra de Unions, which 
included Communist unions. But, as the  AFL had warned, the Communists came 
to domina te the  organization,  and  in 1948, t he  CIO finally withdrew  and  joined 
the  AFL in forming the ICFTU.



121

L A TIN  AM ERIC AN AG EN TS

In Lovestone’s vast international labor empire, no area gets more attention,  
advice, money and intelligence agents today than Latin America. Here, Love- 
stone works through two instruments. One is the Inter-American Regional Labor 
Organization (ORIT)—the Latin  branch of the International Confederation of 
Free Trade Unions (ICFTU)—which he and his agents dominate much as the 
U.S. government dominates the Organization of American States (OAS). The 
second instrument is the American Ins titu te for Free Labor Development 
(AIFLD), which has its U.S. government counterpart in the Agency for Inte rna 
tional Development (AID). The announced functions of this lat ter  organiza
tion are to train Latin workers in democratic unionism and to provide housing, 
banks and o ther institutions for them. But many U.S. and Latin American labor 
officials view as one of the principal functions of both ORIT and AIFLD one 
tha t is unannounced—support  of Central Intelligence Agency operations.

The willingness of ORIT members to accept almost all AFL-CIO recommenda- 
y  tions, however reluctantly at  times, is a welcome relief to Lovestone afte r the

rebelliousness of some other  ICFTU members. Nor is ORIT’s work without merit. 
It  teaches Latin labor leaders  the essentials of democratic unionism a t regional 
seminars, at  a school in Mexico City, and through cooperation with outside 
educational ins titutions.

ORIT-trained pupils have won control of some unions th at had been dominated 
by Communists and reduced Communist influence in others. Such leaders recently 
wrested from the  Communists Honduras’ Central Federation of Labor and Stand
ard Fruit  Company workers, Uruguay’s port workers, and key El Salvadorean 
unions. In British Guiana, AFL-CIO advisers and funds helped in 1964 to dera il 
a strike called by former Prime Minister Cheddi Jagan to force replacement of a 
democratic ORIT sugar workers’ union with one tha t Jagan controlled as the 
sole union bargaining agent.

Like the U.S. government, however, the AFL-CIO is reluc tant to promote 
genuinely profound social change for fear  tha t the Communists will turn  a 
revolutionary situation to the ir advantage. It  is a policy, natura lly, tha t lends 
itself to the support of dictatorships in the name of anti-Communism, so long 
as the AFL-CIO is given a free hand in the “guidance” of local unions. Thus, 
the U.S. labor federation has cooperated with “military dictatorships” in Hon
duras and Guatemala, where AFL-CIO activities are welcomed, but has snubbed 
what are referred to as “tota lita rian  dictatorships,” such as Haiti, Paraguay and 
Spain, because these governments wish to monopolize control of thei r unions. 
The AFL-CIO has even indicated a preference for the forcible ouster of a con
stitut ional  government, if such a regime does not cooperate with it and the forces 
ousting it do. The AFL-CIO backed the military  in last  year’s Dominican revo
lution, the goal of which was to bring Bosch back from exile to the presidency. 
Lovestone thought tha t the U.S. had erred in sending the Marines to put down 
the Dominican revolution, rather  than sending soldiers. Marines, he reasoned, 
have a bad reputa tion in Latin America for doing in the past exactly what 
they did l ast year. Otherwise, however, he staunchly supported the intervention. 

* The AFL-CIO’s support of dicta torial regimes has a long, and sometimes
ironic, history. When Col. Carlos Castillo Armas challenged the Guatemalan 
government of President Jacobo Arbenz, AFL-CIO representatives exerted 
enormous pressure on Latin American members of ORIT to pass a resolution 

t  endorsing Castillo Armas by name. The Latins  finally agreed, though they did
not want to go on record as backing Castillo Armas, who had dicta torial ambi
tions himself. Subsequently, the Americans were embarrassed when the victorious 
Castillo Armas suppressed the union movement and would not cooperate with 
the AFL-CIO.

In the 1964 Brazilian revolution, Lovestone and ORIT, like the U.S. govern
ment, threw their  weight behind the new milita ry regime immediately afte r it 
took office, and while it was arrest ing thousands of people and eliminating the 
political rights of others. The new Brazilian leaders, an AFL-CIO official ex
plained, had promised to  reform Braz il’s labor system under which the govern
ment had long controlled the unions. But it soon became apparent tha t these 
leaders had littl e intention of changing this system.

“How did we know tha t we’d be double-crossed?” an AFL-CIO official 
lamented.

The AFL-CIO also backed the Cuban Confederation of Labor (CTC) during 
the regime of Fulgencio Batista , though this organization was one of the die-
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tator’s principal pillars of support. The CTC, when confronted with an ORIT 
resolution denouncing Bat ista and the CTC, found the AFL-CIO a loyal friend. 
Though faced with massive resistance, the American federation managed to 
eliminate from the resolution any condemnation of the CTC. As Latin pressure 
on the AFL-CIO increased and Ba tist a’s position weakened, Lovestone, in 
March, 1958, secretly sent Seraflno Romualdi, then the AFL-CIO delegate to 
ORIT, to Havana to feel out rebel Fidel Castro on a “deal.” Romualdi got 
CTC Secretary-General Eusebio Mujal to contact Castro and offer him the 
CTC’s support if he would agree to let it retain  its freedom and presumably the 
AFL-CIO’s tutorship. Castro ignored the offer, and when he took power, the 
CTC leaders tied and new democratic union leaders emerged. They cut relations 
with the AFL-CIO for having supported a Batista-controlled apparatus. In the 
view of some observers, Cuban labor might have been able to resist  eventual 
domination by Castro, and possibly thwarted his betrayal of the Cuban revolu
tion. if the democratic leaders had had AFL-CIO support.

Not surprisingly, former CTC leaders who had worked with Bat ista—and 
are suspected of having CIA connections—were soon attached to organizations 
backed by the AFL-CIO: Eusebio Mujal as head of the Central Cuban Workers 
in Exile in Mexico; Jose Artigas Carbonel, former CTC treasurer, as repre
sentative of the AIFLD in Central America; and Esteban Rustan, former Secre
tary-General of the Confederation of Bank Employees, as ORIT man in Costa 
Rica.

Lovestone’s chief agent in Latin America is Andrew McLellan, editor of the 
Inter-American Labor Bulletin  and the AFL-CIO delegate to ORIT. McLellan 
enjoys more independence than other Lovestone agents. His quick rise to his 
present important position despite a limited trade  union background is regarded 
by some AFL-CIO colleagues as  more the result of ties with ce rtain government 
agencies than  of liis labor experience. As tough as he looks, McLellan reports 
that  in early 1963 “we actually had to fight the Communists in the stree ts” of 
Santo Domingo. Young rioters armed with bicycle chains took over the main 
shopping center of the city and threatened to smash the windows of  any shops 
tha t opened. With McLellan’s encouragement, “the port workers brought their 
hooks, which had a powerful psychological effect.” A mob paraded with a casket 
bearing McLellan’s name, but the stree ts were soon cleared.

PAR ALL EL OPERATIONS

To some degree, recent close coordination between his operation and the State 
Department’s in Latin America can be att ributed to McLellan's long friendship 
with Thomas C. Mann, until recently Undersecretary of State  for Economic 
Affairs. Mann is a native of Laredo, Texas. McLellan lived nearby and says he 
knew the Mann family. The two men worked together in El Salvador in the 
mid-1950’s, Mann as Ambassador and McLellan as ORIT representative in Cen
tra l America. They found much in common.

Hardly had Mann taken over as Assistant Secretary for Inter-American 
Affairs under President Johnson than he invited McLellan and Lovestone to 
speak to his staff. Lovestone did most of the talking, vigorously taking issue, 
incidentally, with the thesis of Walt Rostow, then State ’s Policy Planning Coun
cil Chairman, tha t differences between the Soviet Union and  Communist China 
are meaningful.

One indication of the regard in which the State Department has held Love
stone and McLellan was an effort to insert AFL-CIO influence in matters concern
ing the Organization of American States. This happened la te in 1964 when OAS 
officials asked a finance committee to support the training of Latin American 
workers in development planning. The US representative suggested tha t they 
consult first with McLellan to make sure the program would not interfere with 
the AFL-CIO’s activities. The officials reluctantly agreed to do so, and over lunch 
McLellan, afte r sharply questioning them, agreed to the plan. He suggested 
tha t they meet with him for regula r consultations, but the officials, already 
nettled, saw no reason why they should consult with a priva te organization.

The close rapport  between the AFL-CIO and the US government in their 
parallel Latin American operations, particularly their  common “pragmatic” at ti
tude toward political and social development, has hardly turned ORIT into a 
popular champion of Latin labor. US and Latin  critics say tha t ORIT today, 
though embracing six million of Latin  America’s estimated 15 million organized 
workers, has little  real vi tality  and is regarded  with disdain by many workers, in
cluding a large number wi thin the organizatio itself. What mainly holds ORIT to-
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get lier , say  the se cr iti cs , is the  wi llin gness  of the  AF L-CIO,  as  in Eu rope  and 
elsewhere , to pay  coopera tive un ion  lea de rs well fo r th ei r servic es—fro m wha t 
appe ars to be  an in ex ha us tib le  kit ty .

Lov estone an d ORI T hav e also benefited fro m a sc arci ty  of com pet itio n. 
Fide l Ca stro fa ile d in one effort  to  se t up a Comm uni st-controll ed riva l con 
fed era tio n, tho ugh he may have  be tte r success with  a new one th a t is  des ign ed  
for gr ea te r appe al to non -Co mm unist wo rke rs.  About  two  millio n wo rkers, in 
cludin g the Cub ans , now belong to  Comm uni st-dom ina ted  unio ns.

More popu lar , and pe rhap s the labo r organiz ati on  of the  fu tu re , is th e La tin  
Am eric an Co nfederation  of Ch rist ian Tr ad e Unions (CLA SC), wh ich  at ta ck s 
OR IT  as a tool of US “im peria lism. ” McLel lan ha s rep lied th a t it  is har d to view

, CLASC as  non-Communis t. Va rio us  at tem pt s a t rec oncil iat ion  have  faile d.
* CLASC dem and s im mediat e soc ial rev elu tion, ap pa rent ly  inc lud ing  the  use of

forc e whe n nec essar y. I t refl ects  the na tio na lis m and the fe ar  of Am erican -style  
fre e en te rp rise  t ha t ma ny  L at in  Am erican s feel.  In  shor t, it is a La tin -dom ina ted
an d not  a US-do minated  o rga niz ation .

1
FOOTW ORK IN  GUY ANA

In the  fac e of suc h th re at s,  Lov esto ne is cou nting  on the  AIFLD  to  help kee p 
Lat in  labo r in lin e beh ind  his, or  at  le as t CIA,  polic ies. As it  is a st ri ct ly  US 
org aniza tio n, he can use  AI FL D more openly fo r th is  purpo se th an  he can the 
mul til at er al  OR IT.  The AIFL D is a non-profit in st itut e administ ered  by the 
AF L-CIO,  bu t bac ked  as  well  by 60 US bus ine ss firm s and the US gover nm ent, 
which  finances o r g ua ra nt ee s abou t 80 percent of i ts  program .

Th is pro gra m,  since inau gu ra tio n of the In st itute  in 1962, has pro duced  ab ou t 
400 g radu at es  in demo cra tic  lab or  education  fro m a tr ai ni ng  schoo l in W as hing 
ton,  an d some 2,000 gr ad ua te s of schools  in ove r a dozen  Lat in  Am erican  cou n
tries.  I t ha s spo nso red  cons tru cti on  of a $10 mil lion  worke rs’ housing pr oj ec t 
in Mexico, em brac ing  3,100 un its , and several  hu nd red house s in Ho nd uras . I t 
has es tab lished a W orke rs’ Ho using Ba nk in Per u and pro vid ed over $60,000 
fo r “im pa ct” proje cts , inc lud ing  food di st rib ut ion and la un dr y coopera tives.  In  
mid-May, ur ge nt  teleph one ca lls  fro m St at e Dep ar tm en t officials to Meany  
elic ited an  A IFLD  c om mitment  of $2 mil lion  fo r th e bu iding o f over  500 house s in 
the  new ly independen t na tio n of Gu yan a to get  t he  US off on the  r ig ht  fo ot in th a t 
coun try .

Never the les s, th e AI FL D ha s ma de  enemie s in Lat in  America. The Costa  
Rican  pre ss rece nt ly  ca sti ga ted the In st itute  fo r tryi ng  to impo se w ha t it  ca lled 
un ju st  cond itio ns  fo r pa rti cipa tio n in a proposed $1.2 mill ion  housi ng program . 
It  pa rt ic ul ar y cr iti ciz ed  AI FL D ins ist ence  th a t the In st itut e de ter mi ne  which  
ind ivi duals  wi ll ge t the houses, fee ling th a t the y sho uld  no t be di st ribu te d as 
poss ible  offe ring s to “cooperative” labo r lea ders.  Nor did th e Costa  Ri cans  hid e 
th ei r fu ry  ab ou t a st ipulat ion th a t the y hi re  US ra th er than  local engin eers to 
des ign th e houses .

In Argentina , la bo r lea de rs have  al l bu t given up on a $10 mil lion  AIF LD  
hou sing pr ojec t pro mised  th ei r worke rs in April,  1964. The fir st  hou se ha s ye t 
to be bui lt. In  th e Domin ican Rep ubl ic, a US tec hn ici an  sup ervis ing  an  AIF LD  
hou sing pr ojec t wro te  AID  officials th a t “the  major  defec t in the  plan ning  of 
the  pr ojec t is th a t it  wa s obvious ly des igned to impre ss the USA with  the  
treme ndous im pa ct of the  AIFL D ra th er  than  ser ve  the  pr ac tic al  necessi tie s of

4 the D ominic an Republic a nd  Do min ican l abor. ”
Th e In st itu te ’s labo r trai ni ng  pro gra m,  in pa rt ic ula r the policy of pa ying  

gr ad ua tes alm os t a ye ar ’s sa la ry  af te r the y finish th ei r course, ha s als o dr aw n 
tire. How can  such a labo r lea de r go back  to his  union  and  run it  ind ependently, 
they ask?  Nor is th e ima ge of “in depen den ce” enh anc ed,  the y say , wh en Love
stone an d his ag en ts bo as t th at  th ei r pup ils have  pa rti cipa ted in the ov er throw 
of government s, howe ver undesir ab le.  Such  a bo as t was public y made,  fo r 
example, fol low ing  th e ou ste r of Brazi lia n Pr es iden t .Toao Gou lart in 1964.

No le ss int olerab le  to the cr iti cs  i s the make up of AIF LD ’s board  of  di rector s, 
which inc lud es man y big bus inessm en such as  Bo ard Ch ai rm an  J.  Pet er  Grace , 
who is no t repu ted fo r his  fri en dly at ti tu de  toward lab or.  According  to Lov e
stone an d Do herty , th ei r pre sen ce on th e board  offe rs an  exam ple  to L at in  
Am eric an wo rke rs how  ca pit al and labo r can cooperate.

In  sho rt, say th e cr iti cs,  tho ugh very qu iet ly,  the pr inc ipal pu rpo se of th e 
AIFL D is no t to bui ld houses or to pro mote dem ocracy , bu t to hel p th e CIA



gathe r intelli gence and man ipulate  poli tica l forces. At lea st some persons work
ing for  the  In sti tu te  are  known to hav e been asked  to cooperate with  the CIA. 
They ar e told, one info rma nt said, th at  “La tin America’s social revol ution  must 
be dive rted  into  prop er chan nels .” “Pro pe r” means acceptable to Jay Lovestone.

“The traged y is,” one US labor au thor ity  said, “th at  the AFL-C IO, which has 
done so much to promote social reform in the  coun try, is afr aid  to do as much 
fo r work ers abro ad for  fear  th at  too much change will play into the hand s of 
the  Communists. As a resu lt, it has allied itse lf with  the  forces most disin teres ted, 
or opposed to, change—right ist  dic tato rs, espionage  groups, cor rup t labor lead 
ers, and  feudali stic  polit icians—the  very people on whom the  Commun ists are  
depending fo r ul tim ate  vic tory.”

[From The Commonweal, Mar. 21, 1969]

Labor’s E st abl is hmen t—Stop th e W orld

When the  a ging pres iden t-em eritu s of the Garmen t Workers, David  Dubinsky, 
voted “presen t” on the  quest ion befo re the  Exec utive  Council of the  AFL-C IO 
at one of its  concluding morning sessions at  Bal Harbour, Flo rida , las t month, 
he might well have  exper ienced  one of those flashbacks into his car eer—one 
which conta ins myr iad inte rlocking  roles in the his tory  of American labor, social 
democracy and  left- wing p olitic al f rat ric ide .

The quest ion involved concurren ce with the  recom menda tions of the AF L- 
CIO’s Dep artm ent  of Inter natio nal Rela tions , headed by Ja y Lovestone. which 
called for  tot al and unconditional wi thd raw al by the  American labo r body from 
the In ter na tio na l Confederatio n of Fre e Tra de  Unions. Accompanying the call 
for  concur rence  wit hou t diss ent was  a vitu per ative atta ck by George Meany on 
the world labo r organizat ion, which  claims  64 million  affiliate members in 94 
non-Communist coun tries.

Only goatee d Jac k Poto fsky of the  Cloth ing Wor kers  absta ined. As always , 
George Meany got wh at he wan ted withou t a dissentin g vote, and  by vir tua l 
fiat the  spokesmen for  the  ma instrea m of American labor annou nced th at  they 
had  d ecided to stop the world so they could get off. Almost incredibly, at  a time 
when even the adm inistra tion of Ric har d Nixon had  decla red th at  it was 
ready  to end the  era  of con fron tation to begin the era  of negot iations, an 
impor tan t secto r of the liberal demo cratic  commu nity in the Unite d Stat es 
decla red itse lf for  an unr econstr ucte d and  str iden t anti-Communism.

Dubinsky, knowing all  this,  mu st have reflected  upon the  ironic twi sts  of 
histo ry, fo r in many ways it  w as he, Meany and Lovestone who crea ted the  IC FTU 
20 years previo us as a vehicle of fightin g Communism in the  tra de  unions at  
home and abro ad—as w’ell as being  a valuable ins trume nt of Mar shal l Plan  
foreign  policy. More ironic, perhap s, was the  oth er undisputed footn ote in labor  
hist ory—that  the  Garm ent Wo rke rs’ chief more tha n any oth er person was 
responsible for  the  success and  pre sen t influence of both Meany and  Lovestone.

Few would  have thou ght  th at  when Dubinsky bro ugh t them together in 1941 
two men with such outw ardly clashing back grounds would within  three decades 
come to hold vir tua l veto power  over imp ortant  aspects of Americ an domestic 
and foreig n policy. Meany epitomized the “respo nsible” tra de  union le ad er : a 
strong advocate  of the virt ues  of free ente rprise, prag mat ic, honest, stau nch  and 
an uncom promising anti-C ommu nist, cigar-chewin g and a man to pu t at  ease 
any meetin g of employers with his  famous declarat ion th at  he had  never 
personally  been in a str ike  or walked  a picke t line (a  boast he could stil l make 
28 yea rs la te r) . He was  recognized as  a real comer among union  executives.

Lovestone, on th e other hand,  h ad  only  recent ly emerged from the  sub terr anean 
lab yrinth  of American Communism and radi cali sm between the  two World 
Wars. There was a time, ju st  pr ior  to the  1929 crash, when he had actu ally  been 
the head of the  C.P. in the  Uni ted State s. He par tici pat ed in the  intr igue and 
chara cte r assassi nati ons  t ha t were  common to the Trot sky-Sta lin wa rfa re within 
intern atio nal  Communism, and  in a har row ing  exper ience which might  have 
been wr itte n by Ian  Fleming, Lovestone was  forcibly held in Moscow while 
Comintern agents proceed to des troy  his following  of American C.P. cadres , and 
he was  accordingly excom munic ated from  both lead ersh ip and membership. 
Und aunt ed, he formed his own Comm unist pa rty  in opposition  and  with  other
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familiar names who were to make careers  of thei r ex-Communism, such as 
Benjamin Gitlow, Bertram Mandel and  Bertra m Wolfe, continued to hold meet
ings and issue manifestos in the telephone booths of New York, Chicago and 
Detroit fo r the next  decade.

When Dubinsky discovered Lovestone, there was a marke t for informed 
veterans of th e left who knew the tactics and ideology of fighting the left, both 
Communist and non-Communist. The unlikely joining of the careers  of Meany 
and Lovestone, who by then had become head of the Garment Workers’ inter
national affairs  department, was consummated. From that time, the doctrine of 
anti-Communism and the foreign posture of the American Federation  of Labor 
became one and the same. With little  difficulty it became also the policy of 
the merged AFL-CIO af ter  1955. Jay  Lovestone, who all through these years

J remained as  the  single most important consular to Meany, retained  the enigmatic
role he had played both within and without  mainline American Communism, 
particip ating in top-level decisions, always present yet rarely seen or pho- 
tographed. Interestingly  enough, there is no record of his public repudiat ion of 
Communism or his embracing Meany's thing—partn ershi p capitalism between 
government, business and labor.

In 1949 the Soviet presence in Europe was a real thr eat  to not only the 
post-war governments of the West, but the non-Communist trad e unions of 
France and Italy. General strikes and the prospect of a revival of the Popula r 
Fron t in France  alarmed the U.S. It  was a time for cold w arfar e and matching 
the Communists at thei r own game, and so enters—Jay  Lovestone, of course.

Thomas W. Braden, then Allen Dulles’ deputy director in the Central Intel
ligence Agency, would late r write th at Lovestone had “an enormous grasp of 
foreign intelligence operations.” His account of the  French counterstroke using 
American labo r would set the pace fo r a decade and a hal f of late r involvement 
abroad by the AF L-C IO: “. . . into the crisis stepped Lovestone and his ass ist
ant  Irving Brown. With funds from Dubinsky’s union, they organized the Force 
Ouvrier, a non-Communist union. When they ran out of money, they appealed 
to the CIA. Thus began the secret subsidy of free trad e unions which soon 
spread to I taly .”

Braden, who “told all” in the wake of the 1967 disclosures of CIA involvement 
in funding American student, labor and cultural fronts abroad, recalled candidly 
tha t Brown passed CIA money “to pay off the strong-arm squads in Mediter
ranean ports” breaking  Communist-led strikes. The formation of the ICTFU 
in November, 1949, in London was the result of several years of involvement by 
Lovestone and Brown in Europe, directed by Meany and largely funded by 
Dubinsky. It  was the “free world” answer to the Soviet-dominated World Fede ra
tion of Trade Unions, which the CIO had left the year  before.

In building a strong, non-Communist free trad e union movement, however, 
it was inevitable th at dependence upon American leadership  and American 
money would dim inish; the emergency assistance  to unions in the Marshall  
Plan era was acceptable to European labor leaders, but the continued presence 
of people like Brown, whose CIA associations were acknowledged, became a 
sensitive issue, and one of political liability to those unions who did not speak 
out agains t clandestine  operations. This, coupled with the Meany support  of 
America’s military adventure in Asia, fur the r alienated the ICFTU member 
nations in Europe from the AFL-CIO. In 1965 Meany openly expressed his dis
pleasure over the Confederation’s lack of enthusiasm for the cold war, urging it

4 to return to the old “major task  (of) fighting Communism.” Later, when the
ICFTU declined to support the American involvement in Vietnam, the AFL- 
CIO chief responded by declaring tha t its Brussels Secre tariat  was infilt rated  
“by a bunch of homesexuals.”

Walte r R euthe r and the UAW became a convenient strawm an for breaking the 
Confederation knot. Meany alleged th at the ICTFU had been guilty of “shabby 
treatm ent,” but actual ly the intern ational organization had turned back to the 
UAW bid for affiliation in an effort toward reconciliation. The with draw al was 
inevitable, in keeping with the 1966 boycott of the Inte rnati onal  Labor Organi
zation because a Polish represen tative had been elected chairman, and the  Mc
Carthyite denunciation  of the small anti-w ar faction within the AFL-CIO 
(Meany charged a meeting of labor doves had been “planned in Hanoi,” despite 
the fact  tha t most of its organization and support had been by Potofsky’s 
Clothing Wo rke rs).
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The  ex te n t of  al ie nat io n be tw ee n th e  A FL-C IO  an d th e  “f re e w orld” la bo r 
ca mp w as  re fle cted  in an  ex ch an ge  am on g th e Ger m an  M et alw or ke rs  fe de ra tion  
le ad ers h ip  and  Mey er B er ns te in , th e  Ste el w or ker s’ In te rn ati onal Affai rs  he ad , 
who  ur ge d th e ir  su ppo rt  fo r th e  w ar in  V ie tnam  an d in  th e proc es s ob served  
th a t hi s mem be rs  w er e part ic ip a ti ng  in  a pr og ra m  which  “sen ds  th ousa nds of 
doll ar s of ch oc olate milk  to  Sou th  Vie tnam es e childre n.” The  German s re 
sp on de d.  ne ga tive ly , po in ting  ou t th a t “ch oc olate m ilk  an d na pal m  do no t 
m ix .”

In  pra gm ati c  te rm s of it s own go al s an d ob ject ives , th e  A FL-C IO  no long er  
ne ed s th e IC FTU. I t has  a fa r- flun g net w or k of  la bo r fr on ts  w hi ch  it  di re ct ly  
co nt ro ls  an d which  are  also  fu nde d by th e go ve rn m en t an d in some  in st an ce s 
by in du st ry . T he  Se na te  For ei gn  R el at io ns  Com mitt ee  di sc los ed  la s t yea r th a t .
th e  A m er ic an  In s ti tu te  fo r F re e Lab or Dev elop men t— ru n ou t of  a high ly- *
guar ded  F o rt  Ro ya l, V irg in ia  co mplex —ob ta in ed  ov er  $20-m illion from  th e U.S.
Ag enc y fo r In te rn ati onal Dev elop men t sin ce  1962. A IF LD  has  bo as te d of it s 
invo lv em en t in th e m il it ary  co up  in  B ra zi l in 1964, an d it s ro le  in G ui an a po li
tic s. A IF L D  su pport s Amer ican  pr es en ce  in  th e Dom in ican  Rep ub lic  an d ca n g
al w ay s be co un ted up on  to  su pport  th e  ri va ls  of  no n-Com mun is t bu t an ti -A m er 
ican  tr a d e  un ions . The  A fr ic an -A m er ic an  Lab or Cen ter, which  rece ived  $2.5- 
mill ion in  AID  fu nds duri ng 1967 an d 1968 alon e,  is  he ad ed  by Ir v in g  Br ow n, 
which  sh ou ld  sp ea k enou gh  of  it s in vo lv em en t in  th e sh ad ow -lan d su rr oun din g 
th e ri se  and fa ll  of  go ve rn m en ts  in  po st -colon ia l Afr ica.  F in all y , th e br an d-  
new Asian -A m er ican  F re e Lab or  In s ti tu te  has se t up  shop  in Sa igon , co nc erne d 
w ith  th e  fr ee  tr a d e  un io n mov em en t in  th os e fr ee -w or ld  A sian  outp ost s of  So uth 
Vie tnam , Sou th  K orea , For m os a and T hai la nd.

F ort y  years  ago Jay  Lo ve sto ne , lock ed  be hind  th e  Kre m lin  w al ls , w as  a sh o rt 
liv ed  pa w n of  th e  Com in te rn  st ra te gy  in  do m in at in g fo re ig n Com m un is t par ti es .
Tod ay  he  re si de s in  th e po w er  cente r of  A m er ic an  labo r,  d ir ec ting  po lic ies  
th ro ughout th e  wor ld  an d ef fect in g de cision s which  ha ve  led  no t on ly  to  the 
al m os t to ta l is ol at io n of la bor in  th e U ni ted S ta te s hut in  al l pr ob ab il ity  th e 
re tu rn  of  mos t of th e  no n- Com m un is t la bo r mov em en t ab ro ad  in to  th e So vie t 
influ en ce  or bi t. As w ith th e la te  Jo hn  F ost e r D ul le s— w ith  en em ies lik e these,  
why  sh ou ld  th e R us si an s ne ed  f ri ends?  J o se ph  H ill

{Joseph Hi ll is a pseudonym for a journalist  specialising in labor affairs .)
The Chairman. I believe this could go on endlessly, but I hope,

Mr. Meany, you will not be too offended tha t I do not agree with you 
in the same sense th at you don’t agree with me. I have realized for a 
number of years th at our views about foreign policy have been directly 
in conflict, and tha t i s your privilege.

As Mark Twain says tha t is what makes a horse race. I t wouldn’t 
be too bad if we all though t the  same thing bu t it is my responsibility 
to try  to keep our activities from being against our public interest 
and tha t is the question at issue. I  th ink this  exposition of your views 4
and of the committee’s will, hopefully, add something to the clar i
fication of the case. When you said you weren’t here to ask fo r funds 
for the AIFL D tha t did surprise  me a bit. I thought tha t was p art 
of your reason to be here. *

Mr. Meant. No.
The Chairman. Well, do you have anything furthe r to say ?
Mr. Meant. No.
The Chairman. Thank you very much.
Mr. Meant. Thank you.
(Whereupon, at 1 :30 p.m.. the committee was adjourned.)
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